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ABSTRACT 
ELEMENTARY PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ 
PERCEPTIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL ALIGNMENT 
FEBRUARY 2003 
ALISA R. JAMES, B.S. ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
M.S., UNIVERISTY OF ILLINOIS 
Ed. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Patt Dodds and Associate Professor Linda L. Griffin 
The purpose of the study was to examine students’ and teachers’ perceptions of 
instructional alignment in two different units of instruction. Participants were 24 4th grade 
students and two physical education teachers who turn taught the 4th grade class. Data 
were collected through field note observations and formal interviews using a semi- 
structured interview guide with the physical education teachers and 13 students who had 
participated in both units. Document data were also collected in the form of district 
curriculum, assessment examples, and task cards. Interview data were analyzed 
qualitatively. Observational data were analyzed inductively using Cohen’s (1987) model 
of instructional alignment and Doyle’s (1977) ecological model. Results indicated that a 
misalignment existed between the teachers’ goals and what the students perceived they 
were to learn. The misalignment may have occurred as a result of the lack of congruence 
among the teachers’ goals and the fact that students’ achievement of the teachers’ goals 
was not tied to a grade. 
Keywords: Assessment, Instructional alignment, Elementary physical education 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
In America’s educational system there has been a movement to establish 
nationwide educational standards. National standards in physical education (NASPE, 
1995) were designed to provide physical education teachers with content standards that 
specify what students should know and be able to do as well as performance standards 
that specify how good is good enough (NASPE, 1995). 
In addition to national standards, many states have developed their own standards 
or frameworks for different content areas. For example, in the state of Massachusetts, 
physical education standards fall under the Comprehensive Health Frameworks (CHF). 
The CHF contain fourteen standards. Standard two directly addresses physical education 
(Appendix C). Standard two has three components: motor skill development, fitness, and 
personal/social. Each component contains learning standards that identify specific tasks 
that students should be able to do. 
Standard based learning has at its core student learning. For learning to occur a 
teacher has to orchestrate a series of instructional and managerial tasks to which the 
students respond in their own individual ways. Managing a group of students and 
delivering instruction is a dynamic process in which the teacher must gain and maintain 
the cooperation of their students. What the students do together and in response to teacher 
directions and management often can support the teacher’s actions, but at other times 
they may not. 
* 
The orchestration described is known as the program of action. The program of 
action is a term that is used to identify that place where the issues of subject matter 
content and management come together in different ways that are not easily separated 
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(Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). A robust program of action is characterized by a strong 
learning vector, which defines instruction, order, the agendas the teacher has for a lesson, 
and appropriate student responses and interactions necessary for instruction and learning 
to move forward. 
A program of action with a strong learning vector is supported by strong 
accountability in the three interwoven task systems: instructional, managerial, and student 
social. Accountability in these task systems is crucial since the program of action is 
executed through the task systems. Accountability in physical education has historically 
been based on informal accountability measures such as monitoring, active supervision, 
and “pseudo accountability” (Lund, 1992). Formal accountability from which a grade is 
derived has been traditionally based upon participation, behavior, and dress. 
Recently, there has been an increased demand for accountability throughout the 
field of education. Standards alone may not be a panacea in the quest for educational 
effectiveness. In addition to standards, there is also a need for a workable system of 
accountability and a way to measure the standards also needs to be present (Rink, 2000). 
One possible way to improve the accountability system in a classroom is through 
assessment. Assessment also provides a concrete way to measure the degree to which 
standards have been met. Assessment based on standards is defined as a means to 
measure to what degree a student can demonstrate, in context, his/her understanding and 
performance relative to identified standards of learning (Lambert, 1999). The assessment 
of individual achievement in order to determine whether standards are being reached is 
very important. Herein lies a problem for a majority of physical education teachers 
because assessment is not commonly used and when it does occur it is often tacked onto 
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instruction at the end of a unit. This problem is further compounded by the lack of 
instructional alignment in physical education that results from a lack of assessment. 
Researchers have attempted to identify why there is a lack of assessment in 
physical education (Hensley, 1990; Matanin & Tannehill, 1994). Many physical 
education teachers do not assess because they believe that there are problems such as 
time management, overcrowded classes, lack of instructional time, lack of equipment, 
and little or no assistance in administering tests (Hensley, 1990). It is important that 
physical education teachers find ways to address these concerns because in a standard 
based educational system achievement matters-not simply a willingness to participate. 
Physical education teachers at all levels, but especially the elementary level, 
should invest in assessing student learning. Assessment beginning in elementary school is 
logical because students will become accustomed to assessment being part of the learning 
culture of the physical education classroom. This culture will make it commonplace to 
value assessment and student learning in physical education along the K-12 continuum. 
Assessment alone may not be the key to unlock the door to increased student 
learning. Assessment is only one aspect of instructional alignment, which may be the 
major force that propels the teaching-learning process toward the goal of increasing 
student learning. Instructional alignment is the extent to which instructional outcomes, 
instructional processes, and instructional assessment match (Cohen, 1987). 
Instructional alignment is a construct that has not been extensively studied in 
physical education. Since there is a lack of assessment in physical education, we do not 
have a clear picture of what instructional alignment looks like in a classroom. Are there 
more pieces to instructional alignment than just goals, learning activities, and 
assessment? What subcomponents might each piece contain? 
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I believe that the place to begin is to deconstruct instructional alignment into 
smaller components. Goals may include program goals unit goals, and lesson goals. The 
learning activities piece may contain more than just learning activities or tasks. 
Constructs such as ambiguity, risk, student negotiation, task explicitness, task 
congruence, and task boundaries all affect how a task develops. What is the role of these 
aspects in instructional alignment? Assessment, the final piece of the instructional 
alignment puzzle may be written and recorded, performed mentally, performed by 
teacher, individual student, or peer, and it may be formative or summative. How do these 
different ways assessment may be performed and used operate in instructional alignment? 
Furthermore, we do not know the effect of instructional alignment on student 
learning or teacher instruction in elementary physical education. What instructional 
alignment looks like in the teaching learning process and the importance of its component 
pieces is an unexplored area of inquiry and the focus of this dissertation. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study is twofold: (a) to examine instructional alignment in a 
naturalistic physical education setting and (b) to examine the perceptions of teachers and 
students about assessment and its relation to instructional alignment. The three basic 
questions which guide this study are as follows: 
1. How is instructional alignment manifested in elementary physical 
education? 
2. What is the relationship between instructional alignment and the 
* 
program of action? 
2. What are teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the relation of 
instructional alignment to assessment? 
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Significance of the Study 
This study is significant for three reasons. First, although the concept of 
instructional alignment has been examined in the general education literature, these 
studies have all been quantitative in nature (Koczor, 1984; Tallarico, 1984; Elia, 1986; 
Fahey, 1986). Physical education researchers have not examined instructional alignment 
in a systematic manner, nor has there been any attempt to describe instructional 
alignment using qualitative methodologies. 
More than likely this research has not occurred because physical education 
teachers seldom assess the outcomes of their instruction (Veal, 1992a; Ward, Doutis, & 
Evans, 1999). This study will attempt to describe instructional alignment in a physical 
education classroom, as well as the perceptions teachers and students hold about 
instructional alignment. 
Instructional alignment may have a significant relationship to the program of 
action in a physical education classroom. It is important to deconstruct instructional 
alignment in physical education in order to identify the particular aspects of its 
relationship to the program of action. 
In order to identify specific aspects of instructional alignment several questions 
need to be examined. First, are there other components of instructional alignment that are 
not described in the literature? If so, how does the inclusion of these components 
strengthen the effect of instructional alignment on student learning? How does the 
combined effect of these components influence the program of action? Answers to these 
questions will add to the body of literature therefore providing for a better understanding 
of instructional alignment in physical education. 
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Second, this study will provide insight into the role of teacher knowledge about 
assessment, students, and content in instructional alignment. Furthermore, student voice 
about how assessment contributes to instructional alignment will increase our 
understanding of how instructional alignment affects the teaching learning process. As a 
result of exploring teacher and student perceptions about instructional alignment the 
value of using assessment to align instruction and design curriculum may be realized. 
Third, by examining instructional alignment several aspects of instruction that 
have not always been apparent to teachers may be illuminated. For example, how do 
teachers use information that results from an instructionally aligned lesson to plan their 
instruction for the following lesson? Furthermore, this study may provide teachers with 
an understanding of how their educational goals drive instruction and the importance of 
ensuring that strong connections exist among their goals, learning activities, and the 
outcomes of their instruction. 
To summarize, teachers who become familiar with the benefits of aligning 
instruction as a means to improve student learning may be more likely to overcome the 
prevalent belief of many physical education teachers that student learning occurs 
automatically through mere participation. An instructional system that is fully aligned 
through the incorporation of assessment as part of the curricular design, implementation, 
and change process may lead not only to better instruction, but also toward all students 
accomplishing learning outcomes and becoming physically educated people. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
In many school districts curriculum guides are created without considering the 
relationship of curriculum and instruction to student learning. Curriculum objectives may 
be based on standards, but they seldom totally match the content taught and assessments 
used in the classroom. Moreover, instruction in classrooms is also seldom aligned with 
objectives and learning activities. 
National standards in physical education (NASPE, 1995) have the potential to 
impact student learning positively, however, their influence is not direct. The influence of 
standards is affected by other things such as how the teacher understands the standard and 
the degree of instructional alignment operating in the classroom. 
This chapter will address the above issues in eight sections: classroom ecology as 
a theoretical framework, instructional alignment, curriculum, tasks and task systems, 
accountability, assessment in physical education, teacher and student perceptions of 
assessment, and the program of action. 
Classroom Ecological Framework 
This study will explore instructional alignment within the theoretical model of the 
ecology of a classroom. The ecology of physical education is comprised of three task 
systems, which are developed around a series of tasks. In the following paragraphs 
instructional alignment and the ecology of physical education will be examined in depth. 
Instructional Alignment 
% 
Instructional alignment describes the extent to which stimulus conditions match 
among three instructional components: intended outcomes, instructional processes, and 
instructional assessment (Cohen, 1987). Instructional alignment has been examined in 
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terms of its effect on post treatment measures in a mastery learning setting (Koczor, 
1984). In this study six tasks were presented to 25 fourth-grade students on six different 
days. The students were divided into three groups based on aptitude as determined by 
their most recent scores on the Comprehension Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). After each 
lesson, students received a posttest that was maximally, moderately, or minimally aligned 
with teaching materials. Results indicated that a significant relationship existed between 
alignment and test scores. Results further indicated that when teaching materials and 
assessment were strongly aligned, students of all aptitudes do better. 
Instructional alignment has also been used to investigate testwiseness effects 
(Tallarico, 1984). Testwiseness is the ability to use the characteristics and format of a 
cognitive test to maximize an individual’s test score (Tallarico, 1984). This study 
investigated the effect of two testwiseness nonreading behaviors, “best” answer and 
question stem-cues on reading test scores. Fifty-six second grade students, 58 fourth 
grade students, and 61 sixth grade students were stratified by high and low reading 
aptitude levels and randomly assigned within grade level to three treatments: A (“best” 
answer), B (question stem-cues) and C (placebo). Students were tested with the reading- 
comprehension subtest of the CTBS and results indicated that at Grade Two, the 
instructional effect was significant for both treatments A and B. Main effects were 
nonsignificant for Grades Four and Six. These results suggest that instructional alignment 
may account for differences in the amount of learning students accomplish in the 
elementary grades. 
Instructional alignment and aptitude were also investigated for their effects on 
main idea test scores (Fahey, 1986). In this study it was hypothesized that students would 
perform better on main idea test items that were aligned with instruction than on test 
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items that were misaligned. Forty-two community college students (21 higher aptitude 
and 21 lower aptitude) were randomly assigned to one of three treatment groups. Each 
group received instruction in only one main idea test item. All students received the same 
30-item posttest with 10 test items aligned with instruction and 20 items misaligned with 
instruction. Results indicated that stronger alignment produced significant achievement 
for both aptitude groups. 
Alignment effect was again demonstrated in a study of 45 lower socioeconomic 
level fourth graders (Elia, 1986). The students were randomly assigned to one posttest 
format condition. All students were taught synonyms from target words presented in 
phrases, although only one-third were tested in phrase format. One third were tested in 
sentence format and one-third were tested in paragraph format. In addition, all students 
were tested on inflected and extended variations of the target words in the same test 
formats previously assigned. Researchers found that a change in the test format from 
conditions of instruction accounted for a 91% difference in score. Therefore, the students 
sampled demonstrated high levels of success when instruction and testing were aligned. 
To date there has been no research in physical education that directly examines 
how instructional alignment operates in a physical education classroom. This may be due 
in part to the paucity of assessment that occurs in physical education. Instructional 
alignment has been described in physical education to some degree in the Saber-Tooth 
Project (Ward, 1999). This project examined two units of instruction, 8th grade lacrosse 
and 7th grade pickle ball. Researchers found that in these lacrosse and pickle ball units the 
% 
program of action and assessment strategies teachers used were congruent with the goals 
of the project, thus demonstrating clear instructional alignment (Ward, Barrett, Evans, 
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Doutis, Nguyen, & Johnson, 1999; Evans, Nguyen, Barrett, Johnson, Doutis, Brobst, & 
Shinoda, 1999). 
Curriculum 
Curriculum theory and how it matches content and assessment must also be 
considered in a discussion of instructional alignment. Curriculum theory is based on 
assumptions about society, human beings, and education (Jewett, Bain, & Ennis, 1985). 
For example, the state supported Massachusetts health and physical education curriculum 
frameworks are based on the following assumptions; (a) physical education and health 
addresses knowledge, skills, personal aspects, and social aspects that influence individual 
health decisions and (b) education in all subjects is more effective when physical 
education and health are a priority. 
A curriculum theory is made operational through the selection and development 
of a conceptual framework. A conceptual framework for a curriculum is a structure that 
attempts to describe the curriculum systematically by identifying and operationally 
defining the elements and the ways in which they are or may be related to each other 
(Jewett, et al., 1985). For example the Massachusetts Comprehensive Health Frameworks 
consists of fourteen strands. The physical education strand is related to the other thirteen 
strands in that physical activity and fitness contribute to the overall health of an 
individual. Furthermore, the conceptual framework for the curriculum provides a 
structure for the selection of learning activities, which are an integral aspect of 
instructional alignment. 
* 
Also tied to a curriculum theory and a conceptual framework is a curriculum 
model. A curriculum model is a general pattern for creating or shaping program designs. 
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The model should incorporate a conceptual framework and should be consistent with the 
theory upon which the framework is based (Jewett, et al., 1985). 
Some curricular models may be better aligned than others. For example, the 
tactical games approach has as an objective to improve students’ game performance, 
which involves combining tactical awareness and skill execution. This objective is 
accomplished through learning activities such as a question and answer segment and 
practice situations that are in the context of the game, which are further aligned through 
the use of the Game Performance Assessment Instrument that assesses tactical decision¬ 
making and skill execution. 
Curriculum theory, conceptual frameworks, and curriculum models are 
particularly salient in making local curriculum design decisions and developing a 
program in which curricular objectives, learning activities, and assessments are aligned. 
Local curriculum objectives could be based on national standards such as the NASPE 
Standards (1995) or state curriculum frameworks. Whether the local curriculum 
objectives are based on standards or frameworks, the learning activities should be 
intentionally linked to those identified standards or frameworks. Furthermore, a link 
should be established among the standards, the needs of learners, and the assessments 
(Carr & Harris, 2001). 
In theory, curriculum decisions lead to the development of written curriculum 
guides. These guides are available to assist teachers in planning programs and designing 
instruction. Units of instruction in physical education have traditionally been organized 
* 
around specific sport activities, although there are exceptions such as movement or skill 
theme units in elementary physical education (Graham, Holt/Hale, & Parker, 1998; 
Logsdon, et al., 1984) and units based on tactics involved in activities (Griffin, Mitchell, 
ll 
& Oslin, 1997). Units are taught through daily lessons. The lessons are comprised of 
several tasks that are performed by students. The next section discusses tasks in detail. 
Tasks 
Tasks direct students toward what they are to leam as well as providing students 
with strategies to process the information that they are supposed to leam. Tasks are 
aggregated into the three task systems, each of which is comprised of similar tasks that 
students must complete. A task is defined by a goal and a set of operations to achieve it. 
A task has four elements: (a) a goal or product, (b) a set of resources or “givens” 
available to the situation, (c) the operations that are used to generate the product, and (d) 
the significance or the “weight” of the task (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle, Sanford, Nespor, & 
Schmidt-French, 1985). 
Tasks present students with multiple opportunities to leam different things. They 
are the building blocks of content that students leam in classrooms. Tasks influence 
learners by directing their attention to particular aspects of content and by specifying 
ways of processing information (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle, 1985b). What students leam in a 
classroom is a function of the operations necessary to accomplish the tasks they 
encounter (Doyle, 1979). In summary, tasks are relevant to instructional alignment 
because it is through tasks that learning activities develop. Other concepts that contribute 
to how a task develops may be relevant to the understanding of instructional alignment. 
The following paragraphs describe these concepts in detail. 
Ambiguity and Risk 
Academic tasks are embedded in an accountability system and are accomplished 
under conditions of ambiguity and risk, which are inherent in academic work (Doyle, 
1979; Doyle, 1983a; Doyle & Carter, 1984; Doyle, 1985b; Doyle, 1986b). Ambiguity 
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refers to the extent to which a precise answer can be defined in advance or a precise 
formula for generating an answer is available (Doyle, 1979; Siedentop, 1988). 
Risk refers to the stringency of the evaluative criteria a teacher uses and the 
likelihood that these criteria can be met on a given occasion (Doyle, 1979; Siedentop, 
1988). Risk is closely tied to the accountability system in a classroom. If no answer is 
required or any answer is acceptable, there is no risk and no task (Doyle, 1983a). 
Student Negotiations 
Students negotiate tasks in order to decrease the ambiguity and risk involved 
(Doyle, 1979; Doyle, 1986a; Doyle, 1992). Negotiations by students result in attempts to 
change tasks, to change the conditions under which tasks are performed, or to change the 
performance standards by which tasks are judged (Doyle, 1986b; Siedentop & Tannehill, 
2000). 
Students in physical education also have been found to negotiate task demands by 
modifying task practice. Often, when a teacher describes the task, the students may 
modify it so that it is different from the task the teacher described. Students often make 
tasks easier so that they appear successful. One researcher in a study of high school 
physical education classes found that high skilled students modify tasks both up and 
down, while low skilled students only modify tasks down (Son, 1989). Jones (1992) 
found that elementary students also modify the task as a response to instruction. She 
found that elementary students either (a) stayed on the stated task with success or little or 
no success, (b) modified the task up or down, or (c) were off task. Often students were 
% 
successful in their task modifications because they were not “caught” [sic] due to the 
complexity of the learning environment. 
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Students further respond to ambiguity and risk by attempting to increase the 
explicitness of the product specifications and decrease the stringency of the 
accountability requirements (Doyle, 1986b). In addition to demanding task explicitness in 
various ways, students try to manage ambiguity and risk further by appealing to the 
teacher’s generosity in grading final projects (Doyle, 1983a). 
Both of these strategies can affect the accomplishment of the stated task and/or 
what the task actually becomes (Doyle, 1983a). Students in physical education seldom 
appeal to the teacher’s generosity in grading final projects because most physical 
education grades are based on criteria such as dress, effort, and participation. These less 
stringent criteria result in little need for student negotiation to appeal to the teacher’s 
generosity in grading. 
Ambiguity, risk, and student negotiations may be reduced through instructional 
alignment. If instruction is aligned, the teacher is clear about the objectives that the 
students are to accomplish as well as learning activities and assessments to determine the 
degree to which the objectives have been accomplished. Students in turn benefit because 
tasks become more concrete and risk can be managed because they know assessment 
criteria will be based on the learning activity. 
Task Explicitness 
Task explicitness clearly communicates to students what they are to learn and 
what specific operations they are to use to learn the skill (Doyle, 1986a). The teacher 
communicates tasks explicitly or implicitly. A high degree of explicitness directs 
attention to a central dimension of the learning task and defines the conditions under 
which students are to perform, the performance expected, some standard by which to 
judge the performance, and the consequences for performance (Alexander, 1982). 
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An implicit task is a task that is less than fully explicit. Implicit task statements 
result in students not knowing what to do, how well it needs to be done, or the 
consequences of doing it poorly. Students respond successfully more often to fully 
explicit than to implicit tasks that lack one or more of the criteria of an explicitly stated 
task (Hook & Tannehill, 1995). 
In a study of high school physical education classes, researchers found that 
explicit tasks led to a high rate of on-task behavior while implicit task presentations were 
associated with a good deal of task modification so that almost any response was 
accepted (Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983). Other researchers examined the relationships 
among task structures; explicitness, accountability, and student achievement in teaching 
the volleyball forearm pass and underhand serve. Results indicated that tasks stated with 
combinations of task explicitness that contained all of the outcome, situation, and criteria 
for number and time were positively related to achievement (Silverman, Kullina, & Crull, 
1995). 
Task Congruence 
Task congruence is the degree to which there is a match among the task as stated 
and described by the teacher, the actual task that the students perform, and those student 
behaviors directly or tacitly accepted by the teacher in response to task statements (Jones, 
1992; Siedentop, 1988; Son, 1989). Task congruence can be affected by the amount of 
previous practice students can bring to bear on the task (Doyle, 1983b). Previous practice 
in a task may result in a lack of congruence of student performance with the stated task. If 
a student has had an extensive amount of practice in a skill they will most likely modify 
the skill in a manner that is not congruent with the stated task. An example of the effect 
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of previous practice on task congruence is when high ability students modify the task up 
to create more of a challenge or modify it down to not have to work as hard. 
Task Boundaries 
Tasks and task systems can be viewed as having boundaries, the extent and shape 
of which define how loosely or tightly the task is defined (Siedentop, 1988). The actual 
task is determined by what teachers directly or tacitly accept as student responses. The 
boundaries of the instructional task system are typically set at that point where the teacher 
desists or redirects student responding (Siedentop, 1988). Researchers have found that 
students learn to operate within a range of acceptable physical responses, determined by 
the teacher’s supervision or lack thereof (Jones, 1992). 
Task boundaries in the instructional task system are a function of the level of 
explicitness of the stated task, the effectiveness of teacher monitoring, the congruence 
between the actual and stated task, the focus of teacher monitoring, and the consistency 
of the teacher’s application of the contingencies and the schedule of reinforcement 
(Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983). 
Task boundaries can range from tight and narrow to very loose (Siedentop, 1988). 
Explicit task statements and strong accountability usually result in more narrow and 
consistent task boundaries. For example, a task statement such as, “With a partner I 
would like for you to shoot a basketball from the five-foot line after receiving a pass. Do 
this three times. Each shot made is worth two points. After you have completed the task 
record your score. Your partner then repeats the task.” This task statement leaves no 
% 
doubt of what the students are to do to complete the task. In contrast, note this example of 
an ambiguous task statement with loose accountability: “With a partner shoot three 
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times; each made basket is worth two points.” Such a statement allows students to 
perform many variations of the task with no accountability. 
Tight task boundaries with strong accountability result in more on-task behavior 
and student learning. Loose task boundaries and weak accountability result in more off- 
task behavior and little if any student learning (Siedentop & Tannehill, 2000). 
Task explicitness, task congruence, and task boundaries may all be connected to 
instructional alignment through task presentation. Task presentation is simply 
communicating to the learner what they are to do and how they are to do it. Task 
presentations of more effective teachers are characterized by explicitness, strong task 
boundaries, and task congruence (Rink, 1994). 
Strong task presentation may complement instructional alignment in that tasks 
that are presented in an explicit manner with strong task boundaries should result in 
students not only understanding the tasks, but also performing the tasks in a congruent 
manner. This should lead to students being able to complete learning activities that will 
be assessed and result in the maintenance of the integrity of instructional alignment that is 
operating in the classroom. 
Ambiguity, risk, student negotiation, task explicitness, task boundaries, and task 
congruence help determine how tasks develop. Once tasks develop they are aggregated 
into three task systems. The three task systems are discussed in detail in the next section. 
Task Systems 
Task systems are groups of tasks related to a particular aspect of a lesson (Tinning 
* 
& Siedentop, 1985). Doyle (1985a) identified two task systems, managerial and 
instructional, operating in classrooms. The managerial task system dealt with the non- 
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academic organizational features of student behavior, while the instructional task system 
dealt with learning and knowledge (Doyle, 1985a). 
Tousignant and Siedentop (1983) translated the task system model to the physical 
education setting. Based on extensive field notes from 127 observations, they identified 
three task systems in physical education: managerial, instructional, and transitional. The 
managerial tasks were subdivided into three categories: (a) the requirements related to 
attendance, (b) the tasks associated with the obligation to dress appropriately for 
practicing physical activities, and (c) the tasks expected of a “class member in good 
standing.” 
The instructional task system classified tasks as two sub-classifications of motor 
tasks: (a) motor participation tasks which required active engagement, no matter how 
appropriate the motor responses were and (b) motor performance tasks in which the 
quality of the motor response was stressed. The motor performance was related either to 
form and the process of doing a task or to the final product of the motor response 
(Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983). 
The final task system identified by Tousignant and Siedentop was the transitional 
task system. The tasks in the transitional task system focused on organizing students and 
equipment. Transitional tasks included moving a group from one area to another and 
setting up equipment (Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983). 
In physical education, the three task systems originally defined by Tousignant and 
Siedentop (1983) have been further refined. The managerial and instructional task 
systems still operate, although the transitional task system has been subsumed under 
management. In addition, the student social system, which contains tasks directed by the 
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students such as having fun with friends, has been more recently identified (Carlson & 
Hastie, 1997; Jones, 1992; Siedentop, 1991). 
The task systems have a direct link to instructional alignment in that it is through 
these systems that instructional alignment as a process is carried out. Since the three 
systems are interrelated, learning activities and assessments cannot be accomplished to 
meet the objectives of instruction without the three systems being in operation. The 
following sections examine the three systems in depth beginning with the managerial task 
system. 
Managerial Task System 
The managerial task system in physical education includes both the actual 
management of materials and space along with the establishment and maintenance of 
appropriate behavior (Doyle, 1986b; Siedentop, 1988). In physical education, managerial 
tasks include taking roll, addressing misbehavior, enforcing compliance for rules and 
behavior, organizing groups for instruction, and setting up or taking down equipment. 
Some teachers may view maintaining the managerial task system as a priority in 
their classrooms. Doyle (1986b) believed that a teacher has as a primary concern to 
establish and maintain an orderly class in which students behave and cooperate. Further 
research has provided supporting evidence for Doyle’s (1986b) position. Fink and 
Siedentop (1989) found that the boundaries of the managerial system in elementary 
physical education were established first. These boundaries were established through 
rules, routines, and expectations, which were stated and practiced extensively in the 
beginning and throughout the school year (Fink & Siedentop, 1989). 
Researchers have also found that the boundaries of the managerial system are also 
established first at the middle school level (Oslin, 1996). Results indicated that the first 
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two days at the beginning of the school year were devoted primarily to the presentation 
and demonstration of three types of management routines: (a) beginning of the year, (b) 
occasional, and (c) daily. Thirty-nine management routines were presented, with seven 
specifically related to organizing students in the beginning of the year. Beginning of the 
year managerial routines included assigning lockers, handing out policies, and 
distributing clothes. Occasional managerial routines included medical excuses, borrowing 
clothes, and receiving a tardy pass. Daily managerial routines included changing clothes, 
locking up belongings, and reporting to an attendance number. 
Support for why teachers focus on classroom management has been found in the 
physical education literature. O’Sullivan (1989) found that for two beginning physical 
education teachers, the praise they received from colleagues was for their management 
skills rather than their instructional skills. Perhaps this type of positive reinforcement 
leads some teachers to focus more on management and getting everything done than on 
student learning and instruction. 
Other researchers continue to emphasize how much teachers value the 
maintenance of the managerial task system. For example. Hook and Tannehill (1995) 
found that the managerial task system continues to take precedence over the instructional 
task system. When the managerial task system becomes a top priority in the classroom, 
teachers may in turn view the student behaviors related to that system as more important 
than the instructional system. Subsequently, this teaching approach may allow students to 
engage in social tasks rather than instructional tasks, as long as the managerial system is 
maintained (Siedentop, 1988). In some cases teachers may actually suspend the 
instructional task system to gain student cooperation in the managerial task system 
(Lund, 1992). 
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Classroom management influences student behavior. When teachers do not 
exhibit behaviors that lead to strong classroom management, a lack of order and student 
misbehavior may result. Misbehavior is often the result of a casual environment in a 
classroom that is lacking rules and routines. Researchers have found that a casual 
environment is often supported by a teacher’s teaching style and a strong relationship 
among loose accountability, weak rules, routines, expectations, and a lack of 
effectiveness in organizing and delivering instructional tasks in the classroom (Supapom, 
1998). 
Supapom also found that student misbehavior was often the result of a casual 
program of action. The casual program of action described by Supapom was the result of 
a strong student social influence that created an environment in which the students 
engaged too much in social agendas and paid too little attention to completing 
instructional and managerial tasks. Misbehavior can be minimized through an 
understanding of classroom management and the implementation of a strong managerial 
task system. 
Kounin (1970) investigated teacher behaviors that influenced student behavior 
and classroom management through ten separate research studies in which he observed 
the complexities of classroom management at various educational levels in different 
contexts. Kounin (1970) identified six specific categories of teacher behaviors that 
contributed to managerial success in classroom environments. These behaviors were 
identified as “withitness", overlapping, momentum, smoothness, group alerting, and 
accountability. 
Teacher behaviors such as “withitness”, overlapping, momentum, smoothness, 
group alerting, and accountability may contribute to maintaining a productive work 
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environment in a classroom. Results from Kounin’s (1970) studies indicated that these 
behaviors were significantly correlated with concepts such as work involvement and 
freedom from deviancy in the classroom (Kounin, 1970). The six behaviors identified by 
Kounin are significant because they allow for teachers to focus on instructional outcomes 
rather than the management of the classroom. 
The managerial task system supports instructional alignment through helping to 
establish order in a classroom so that instruction can proceed and the integrity of the 
alignment process is maintained. The second task system, the instructional task system 
will be discussed in the next section. 
Instructional Task System 
The instructional task system is related to the content that is being taught. 
Instructional tasks are composed of all the learning tasks that a teacher asks students to 
perform in physical education (Siedentop, 1988). Instructional tasks may include student 
participation in drills, games, fitness activities, question and answer segments, problem 
solving, debriefing, leadership activities, cognitive tasks, and others. The latter tasks are 
considered to be academic tasks within the instructional task system. 
Academic tasks embedded in the curriculum and context of the classroom can be 
differentiated in terms of five general categories of cognitive operations that are involved 
in task accomplishment (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle & Carter, 1984). First, memory tasks 
require students to recognize or reproduce information previously encountered. An 
example of a memory task in physical education would be students recalling skills 
learned previously, which would be extended and refined throughout the lesson. 
Next, routine or procedural tasks are tasks in which students are expected to apply 
a standardized and predictable formula or algorithm to generate answers. Routine tasks in 
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physical education include the routines for warm up activities as well as end of class 
activities, such as closing a class with a check for student understanding. 
Comprehension or understanding tasks are those in which students are expected to 
(a) recognize transformed or paraphrased versions of information previously encountered, 
(b) apply procedures to a new problem or decide from several procedures those which are 
applicable to a particular problem, or (c) draw inferences from previously encountered 
information or procedures. 
Fourth, opinion tasks are those in which students are expected to state a 
preference for something based on the task put forth by the teacher (Doyle, 1983a). An 
opinion task in physical education would require a student to state a preference for a 
certain type of defense in a game situation. Finally, understanding tasks are tasks that 
require students to construct rather than reproduce answers (Doyle & Carter, 1984). 
Understanding tasks in physical education would require a student to construct a dance or 
new game, which must adhere to specific criteria. 
Physical education researchers have discussed academic tasks and the 
development of those tasks through Rink’s (1993) developmental analysis of content. The 
developmental analysis of content is a way to provide progressions of tasks that lead the 
learner from beginning levels to more advanced levels with the content. Rink proposed 
that instructional tasks can be categorized by the instructional purpose related to skill 
development: informing tasks provide information to students about the upcoming task, 
refining tasks are concerned with improving the quality of the performances by students, 
* 
applying tasks provide students with opportunities to apply their skills in game situations, 
and extending tasks are progressions of previous tasks which challenge students to 
perform in more difficult situations (Rink, 1993). 
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Researchers have demonstrated that there is a lack of refining tasks in physical 
education content development (Hook & Tannehill, 1995; Jones, 1992). Jones (1992) 
studied two elementary physical education specialists during 34 classes. Instructional 
tasks were categorized as informing, extending, refining, reviewing, applying, or routine. 
Informing, reviewing, and applying tasks occurred the most frequently. She described 
content development in elementary physical education as the teacher presenting the task, 
followed with a variety of extending tasks, and then applying the task to modified game 
situations. In this research study, students were not asked to do refining tasks to improve 
or perfect skill performance. 
The instructional task system underpins instructional processes such as task 
progressions and task presentation as well as providing instructional tasks that are 
necessary components to link objectives to assessment in the instructional alignment 
process. The instructional task system interacts with the managerial task system and the 
student social system, which results in the accomplishment of work in the classroom. The 
student social task system, which is the final task system, will be described in the next 
section. 
Student Social System 
Students have an agenda in the classroom just as the teacher does. The students’ 
agenda generally has two goals: (a) to socialize and have fun and (b) to achieve a passing 
grade while performing a minimal amount of work (Allen, 1986). The student social 
system is typically arranged and directed by the students rather than by the teacher 
(Jones, 1992; Carlson & Hastie, 1997; Siedentop, 1991). Examples of student social tasks 
range from having fun with a friend to going completely off task with other students to 
engage in a behavior that is social in nature but viewed as disruptive by the teacher 
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(Siedentop, 1991). Student social tasks are not announced publicly and then pursued; 
nonetheless, these tasks are communicated among students in clever and subtle ways. 
Teachers who are aware of the strength of the student social system can use it to 
their advantage and strengthen the learning opportunities in a classroom (Allen, 1986). 
By recognizing that the student social system exists and allowing for it within the context 
of physical education, teachers are able to design instruction that allows students to 
interact socially. In doing so, they use the strength of the student social system to support 
the instructional and managerial systems, which results in a more robust program of 
action. 
Allowing for the operation of the student social system reaps positive results such 
as maintaining the operation of the instructional task system; nonetheless, there is a 
downside to allowing this system to operate too freely without the teacher providing 
acceptable boundaries for student social tasks. 
There is the possibility that the student social system may not facilitate the 
operation of the instructional task system and may actually impede it (Allen, 1986; 
Supapom, 1998). Students may not follow the rules and routines of the classroom and 
may be more likely to go off task in an environment where the student social system 
operates in an unhindered manner. 
Researchers have found that the student social system can actually propel the 
other task systems and strengthen the program of action (Carlson & Hastie, 1997; Hastie, 
1995). Hastie (1995) studied three classes of 10th grade boys from a private school in 
Australia who participated in a week long adventure camp. Hastie found that the social 
nature of the tasks spurred the instructional task system and students perceived social 
tasks to be a positive aspect of the camp. 
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Two additional studies of the student social system in a sport education unit 
provide further support that the student social task system can actuate the other two task 
systems (Carlson & Hastie, 1997; Hastie, 2000). Carlson and Hastie (1997) observed 
three classes that were involved in sport education units of netball and touch football. 
Results indicated that because the students were placed in both managerial and leadership 
roles, instructional and managerial tasks became an integral part of the student social 
system, which resulted in the student social system driving the other two task systems. 
Hastie (2000) examined the tasks and accountability that operated during a floor 
hockey sport education season. Results indicated that academic work was accomplished 
because of a combination of the teacher’s managerial system and its associated 
accountability, the student social system, and content-embedded accountability, which is 
a feature of the sport education curricular model. Results further indicated that the social 
nature of sport education that is provided through the different roles students had was a 
favorable factor in promoting work within the instructional task system (Hastie, 2000). 
The student social system may be the most significant system in relation to 
instructional alignment. If students engage in social tasks that slow down or impede the 
accomplishment of academic work the instructional alignment process will have little 
effect on student learning. Conversely, if students see the value of assessing what they 
have learned based on objectives and learning activities presented by the teacher, students 
will more than likely engage in these tasks and quite possibly direct their own learning. 
The three task systems work together and the level of accountability that exists in 
each of the task systems helps to determine the amount of work that is accomplished in 
the classroom. The next section discusses accountability in detail. 
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Accountability 
Formal Accountability 
Formal accountability measures require students to produce learning outcomes. 
Furthermore, formal accountability measures are tied to a grade (Siedentop, 1988; 
Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983; Veal, 1988b). Academic work in a classroom is 
embedded in an accountability structure defined by an exchange of performance for 
grades (Becker, Geer, & Hughes, 1968). Such accountability systems based on rewards 
create an evaluative climate (Doyle, 1983a). This evaluative climate establishes an 
important set of consequences for students and frames the way in which subject matter is 
experienced in a classroom (Doyle, 1983b). 
An individual may suggest that the performance grade exchange does not 
completely define the structure of academic tasks in the classroom. There are many ways 
besides grades to report student learning, such as anecdotal records, progress reports, 
performance samples, and student profiles (Melograno, 1994). Moreover, tasks in 
education are often structured to provide for remediation and improvement, not solely a 
letter grade (Schwager, 1996; Veal, 1988b). 
When formal accountability is made contingent upon task performance, the 
performance rate increases markedly, but when it is infrequently applied it cannot 
consistently drive students to high on-task performance (Doyle, 1986b; Siedentop, 1988). 
Moreover, this suggests that physical education teachers need to state in the beginning 
how students will be graded and held accountable for student learning in physical 
education. It further suggests that the accountability measure needs to be consistently 
applied to keep students on task and facilitate student learning. 
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The most commonly used formal accountability in physical education is grading. 
Theoretically, grading is an important aspect of the teaching-learning process; secondary 
physical education teachers, however, give minimal emphasis to student learning in 
determining a letter grade (Matanin & Tannehill, 1994; Veal, 1988a). 
Research has found that what teachers profess as important assessment criteria for 
grading purposes may not be what they actually use to determine a student’s grade. 
(Matanin & Tannehill, 1994). For teachers in one study the written purpose of the 
assessment process was to test student skill levels, understanding, knowledge, and to 
teach students to appreciate physical education. In reality, these teachers stressed 
appropriate dress and participation as grade determinants, with little stress on skill 
assessment or knowledge. Observations confirmed that the teachers spent little time 
assessing the components that they espoused the most important to assess (Matanin & 
Tannehill, 1994). 
Other research supports the findings of Matanin and Tannehill (1994). For 
example, Veal (1988a) observed in at least three classes for each of 13 secondary 
teachers to examine their assessment practices. Findings indicated that the teachers’ 
assessment practices were influenced by effort and improvement, not student learning. 
Secondary teachers are not alone in placing little emphasis on student learning in 
determining a letter grade. In an elementary school studied by Jones (1992), two 
elementary physical education classes were observed during 34 classes. Students were 
evaluated on participation, effort, following directions, and sporting behaviors, not skill 
acquisition. One teacher based students’ grades on six rules. The focus of these rules was 
appropriate conduct, proper use of equipment, and wearing tennis shoes. 
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In a second elementary study, the teacher based grades on skill acquisition, effort, 
behavior, and dress (James, Griffin, & France, 2000). Fifty percent of a student’s grade 
was determined by their acquisition of skills that were grounded in meeting the NASPE 
Standards. These researchers, however found that students believed their grades were 
based solely on effort and appropriate behavior, not skill acquisition This study 
demonstrated that even when a teacher tried to emphasize student learning in determining 
a letter grade, the students did not perceive skill learning to be important, but rather effort 
and good behavior to be the focus of the grade. 
Formal accountability systems other than grading are not commonly used in 
physical education (Seidentop, 1988). Research in physical education has shown that 
grading is often ambiguous and students are not well informed of the criteria for which 
they are being held accountable (Silverman, et al., 1995). It is uncommon to have 
students in physical education perform for grades in specific assignments with explicit 
requirements on a regular basis. Moreover, students are seldom involved in a 
performance grade exchange daily throughout a physical education unit, which is 
common practice in other subjects. This is true even in light of the fact that researchers 
have found that tasks with stronger accountability linked to grades were related to higher 
achievement gains (Silverman et al., 1995). 
Formal accountability can help ensure that the instructional alignment process is 
carried out in a classroom through assessment being linked to a student’s grade in some 
manner. The use of formal accountability to help students place a higher value on 
learning and assessment may result in students engaging in tasks that will enable them to 
be successful in the assessment rather than tasks that would deter from their success. 
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Informal accountability, which is another type of accountability, will be discussed in the 
next section. 
Informal Accountability 
Unlike formal accountability, informal accountability measures are not tied to a 
student’s grade. Informal accountability measures are mediated through teacher verbal 
and nonverbal interaction with students who are responding to the task statement. 
Informal accountability is important to understand in physical education because it is 
more commonly used than formal accountability (Lund, 1992; Siedentop, 1988). 
Informal accountability includes teacher monitoring, active supervision, “pseudo¬ 
accountability”, bonus points, public recognition, and the use of aversive techniques 
(Lund, 1992). 
Teacher monitoring. Teacher monitoring plus interaction or feedback is a 
frequently used informal accountability form (Romar, 1995; Siedentop, Doutis, 
Tsangaridou, Ward, & Rauschenbach, 1994). Monitoring means to watch, observe, or 
check, especially for a special purpose. Teachers monitor to see if student performance is 
congruent with the tasks described and assigned in the managerial and instructional task 
systems (Alexander, 1982; Marks, 1988; Son, 1989; Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983). 
Teacher monitoring in physical education can take various forms including observation, 
officiating, and making permanent records of student accomplishment (Tousignant & 
Siedentop, 1983). 
Researchers have demonstrated that monitoring contributes to student learning. 
For example, Silverman et al. (1995) explored the relationship between accountability 
and student achievement in learning the volleyball forearm pass and the underhand serve. 
They found that a combination of more monitoring and feedback resulted in students 
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spending more time on task and completing more tasks. In addition, researchers have 
found that teachers who pay attention to positioning while monitoring demonstrate 
increases in appropriate student behavior. Teacher positioning of facing inwards from the 
periphery while monitoring has shown increased lesson involvement on the part of the 
students (Hastie, 1994) 
Active supervision. Active supervision of student practice is the basis of informal 
accountability. Active supervision differs from monitoring because the teacher is 
constantly and verbally reinforcing task demands and desired standards of performance 
rather than just watching (Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). 
Researchers have found that active supervision will increase student on-task 
behavior and achievement (Sariscany, Darst, & van der Mars, 1995; van der Mars, Darst, 
Vogler, & Cusimano, 1994). An example is a study of 18 elementary physical education 
teachers’ classes that were analyzed to determine the relationship of the teachers’ 
supervisory patterns to the work involvement patterns of 54 students. The researchers 
found that teachers who moved gave more feedback on students’ overall conduct and the 
more teachers moved, the higher their students’ successful motor engagement (van der 
Mars, et al., 1994). 
A second study examined the effects of teacher supervision with feedback, 
teacher close with feedback, and teacher distant with feedback on three male middle 
school students. Results indicated that active supervision patterns with feedback whether 
the teacher was close or distant produced higher percentages of on-task behavior and 
% 
higher mean practice frequency scores than the distant no feedback condition (Sariscany, 
et al., 1995). 
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Pseudo accountability, “Pseudo accountability” (Lund, 1992) occurs when 
physical education teachers hold students accountable only for managerial tasks. Under 
“pseudo accountability,” good behavior frequently becomes the task of the class because 
this is the only task for which the teacher is holding students accountable. The 
instructional task system is suspended as the teacher fails to hold students accountable for 
instructional tasks, even though he or she may be telling students to do them. The student 
may not complete the task because the teacher has failed to designate any type of 
accountability to ensure completion (Doyle, 1983a; Lund, 1992; Siedentop, 1988). 
Bonus points. Bonus points are often awarded as a way of making the 
performance-grade exchange more favorable for students (Lund, 1992). Bonus points 
may be awarded for managerial tasks, instructional tasks, and student social tasks. 
Public recognition. Public recognition as an accountability measure includes 
public posting, accountability checks, teacher records, and quit when you miss techniques 
(Lund, 1992). An accountability check is performed when a teacher asks students for the 
number of correct times they have performed a task. Teachers record the results of these 
accountability checks to hold students accountable for the task. Quit when you miss 
techniques have little educational value, because the student is eliminated from 
participation. Nonetheless, the public nature of this technique makes it a commonly used 
accountability measure. 
Aversive techniques. Aversive techniques such as using exercise as punishment, 
reprimands, and loss of points have been documented within accountability systems 
(Lund, 1993; Son, 1989). Son (1989) studied high school physical education in South 
Korea. He found that the teachers studied used aversive techniques, which he speculated 
helped to keep the students on task. 
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In summary, informal accountability is used extensively in physical education. 
Informal accountability serves to buttress formal accountability in a way that the 
accountability system in operation increases the soundness of instructional alignment. 
The final type of accountability, embedded accountability will be discussed next. 
Embedded Accountability 
Researchers have examined various classroom ecologies using different 
curriculum models such as the Tactical Games Approach (Griffin, et al., 1997) and Sport 
Education (Siedentop, 1994). Students not only play games, but are also held accountable 
to learn through the curricular model. Students are held accountable through the 
embedded accountability that is inherent and mostly implicit in curriculum models. 
Embedded accountability is accountability that is intrinsic to the manner in which the 
activities develop and goals are to be achieved (Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). 
Embedded accountability in the tactical games approach is a result of a 
combination of the structure of a tactical lesson, the roles students play, and how the 
practice situations are related to the context of the game. The structure of the tactical 
lesson includes a question and answer segment that serves as a way to process students’ 
prior knowledge. The tactical model relies heavily on question and answer as an informal 
assessment technique. If the question and answer segment were omitted, a major piece of 
the model would be gone. The students and the teacher would not have the information 
they need to proceed with the lesson. In addition, lessons using a tactical approach are 
built upon previous lessons, which ensures that students are held accountable to learn 
prerequisite skills before moving on to more difficult ones. 
The embedded accountability of the tactical approach is further provided through 
the roles students play in games and practice. In game situations students are held 
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accountable to be team members and in practice situations they perform different support 
roles such as beginning the drill or retrieving equipment. Moreover, the tactical approach 
supports learning by incorporating student socializing because the students are working 
in small groups and each group member has a specific role that must be carried out for 
the group to function efficiently. Furthermore, the tactical approach provides 
accountability that is a product of the students having specific roles in the group which 
helps to keep the three task systems in operation, thereby increasing the strength of the 
primary learning vector. 
Sport education is similar to the tactical approach in that it too has embedded 
accountability, that allows for student interaction and keeps the three task systems in 
operation. Sport education is structured to hold students accountable for outcomes during 
a sport season. Sport education is a curriculum model that mimics a sport season. Within 
the model students have various roles such as coach, trainer, statistician, and referee. 
Students are held accountable by making decisions that determine the structure and 
operation of the season as well as by the public posting of game and team results 
(Siedentop, 1994). Furthermore, students are held accountable by being a responsible 
member of one team for the entire season. 
The student-centered structure of sport education in combination with the 
embedded accountability of the model provides for a productive learning environment. 
Sport education ensures that learning opportunities are strengthened by student 
interaction and responsibility in all three task systems. 
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If teachers thought in terms of instructional curricular models, they could align 
their instructional goals, learning activities, assessment, and outcomes with the curricular 
model. In this regard, curricular models function as a macro from of instructional 
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alignment in which the instructional goals drive the content, which in turn drives the 
assessment, accountability system, and the resulting outcome. 
Student assessment in physical education may be another way to hold students 
accountable. The next section addresses assessment in physical education. 
Assessment in Physical Education 
Assessment refers to a variety of tasks and settings where students are given 
opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge, skill, understanding, and application of 
content in a context that allows for continued learning and growth (Siedentop & 
Tannehill, 2000). Assessment enables a teacher to measure the extent to which learning 
objectives have been met and indicates which direction instruction should proceed. 
Unfortunately, in many physical education programs assessment has been less 
than adequate to measure student learning. Researchers have attempted to identify why 
there is a lack of assessment in physical education at the secondary level (Hensley, 1990; 
Matanin & Tannehill, 1994; Veal, 1988b). 
Many secondary physical education teachers do not assess because of problems of 
time management, overcrowded classes, lack of instructional time, lack of equipment, 
and little or no assistance in administering tests (Hensley, 1990). In addition, many 
teachers have a limited view of student assessment as testing and grading and lack 
professional preparation that addresses the amount of time needed for formal assessment 
practices (Veal, 1988a). This lack of preparation is further compounded by the beliefs of 
some physical education teachers that formal assessment in physical education is not 
necessary (Kneer, 1986). 
Another point that may help to explain the absence of assessment may be that 
physical education teachers lack consensus about the outcomes of physical education and 
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how these outcomes should be assessed. In a study of Finnish physical education teachers 
it was found that teachers fostered a blend of several goals as outcomes in physical 
education (Romar, 1995). 
The four teachers in the study believed that the main outcome of physical 
education was a persisting life long interest in physical activity. Although the four 
teachers had a strong interest in physical activity as the major outcome, there was a 
difference in other outcomes that they held for instruction. Learning sport skills was not 
important to two of the teachers; instead they valued student enjoyment and social 
development. The other two teachers did not view student enjoyment as a goal, but rather 
as a means and requirement to achieving other outcomes (Romar, 1995). 
Assessment also complicates physical education classes in which teachers are 
unsure about what outcomes they should be assessing. If a teacher begins to assess 
outcomes after a period of only assessing effort, participation, and dress, the classroom 
may become more complicated due to student resistance to the assessment. Students may 
become disruptive or refuse to participate, which may result in them being less likely to 
pursue physical activity as a life long interest. 
A final reason for the scarcity of assessment in physical education is the 
confusion among practioners over the terms assessment and evaluation. Assessment is 
generally considered to be a process for gathering information to meet a variety of 
evaluation needs (Chittenden, 1991). As a process, assessment is built around multiple 
indicators and sources of evidence, and in this sense is different from evaluation 
(Chittenden, 1991). 
Evaluation is a process of making judgments regarding the worth of scores, such 
as using scores to evaluate student progress toward meeting course objectives (Safrit & 
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Wood, 1995). Summative evaluation usually comes at the end of a unit and is often based 
on a single test score (Melograno, 1994). Summative evaluation is more limited than 
assessment in that it involves making judgments based on assessment about the worth of 
a product of education and systematically determining the extent to which objectives 
have been met (Veal, 1988a). 
It is important that teachers understand the point that evaluation does not have to 
be based on a single test score at the end of a unit. The summative evaluation can be 
based on several formative assessments taken during the course of the unit. 
Assessments used in a formative manner are designed to present a broader, more 
genuine picture of student learning than a limited number of assessments that are only 
taken at the end of a unit. A variety of assessments used throughout a unit not only 
provides a picture of student learning, but also provides students with in-depth 
knowledge about what is important to learn in the unit. Assessment has the potential to 
inform fuller, more complete evaluation of student understanding because it has the 
power to integrate itself with learning and instruction. This in turn may lead to greater 
student learning through a diversity of assessment experiences for both the teacher and 
students (Zessoules & Gardner, 1991). 
Assessment may be based on multiple methods, representing different types of 
evidence. One source of evidence is observation, both teacher and student observations. 
Teachers do a lot of informal observation but seldom keep any systematic records of their 
observations (Chittenden, 1991). Observations can and should be systematically 
documented through the use of assessment tools. Examples of assessment tools that 
employ observation can be found in the NASPE Assessment Series (2000). The 
assessments contained in this series rely heavily on observation. 
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The purpose of the NASPE Assessment Series (2000) is to offer some practical 
ideas and “conceptual glue” for effective, authentic assessment of student learning in 
physical education (Lambert, 1999). The assessments are formative in nature and can be 
used together for a summative evaluation. The NASPE Assessment Series consists of 
seven books. The topics include assessing motor skills in elementary physical education, 
assessing fitness in elementary physical education, assessing game play, assessing student 
responsibility and teamwork, creating rubrics in physical education, an overview of using 
standards-based assessment, and preservice portfolio assessment. Each of these books 
seeks to provide useful information to help individuals construct and implement 
assessments in their teaching. 
The second source of evidence is performance samples. Performance samples are 
different from assessments based solely on observation because performance samples are 
used to evaluate student products. Performance samples may be used to assess the 
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains in physical education. Cognitive and 
affective performance samples could take the form of journal writing, physical fitness 
program design, record keeping, and drawings depicting students’ favorite physical 
education activities or different students working together in an activity. 
Performance samples of psychomotor performance in physical education could 
take the form of a critique of a student’s game performance, video taped or photographic 
samples of student performance that are critiqued by teacher and student, and the use of 
game performance assessments such as the Game Performance Assessment Instrument 
% 
(GPAI) (Griffin, et al., 1997) and the Team Sport Assessment Procedure (TSAP) 
(Grehaigne, Godbout, & Bouthier, 1997). 
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The GPAI is an instrument that allows teachers and researchers to observe and 
code performance behaviors that demonstrate the ability to solve tactical problems in 
games by making decisions, moving appropriately, and executing skills. The GPAI 
provides information on the tactical process of the game as well as the products of skill 
execution (Griffin, et al., 1997). 
The TSAP is an authentic peer assessment instrument that takes into account 
players’ specific behaviors such as conquering the ball, receiving the ball, playing a 
neutral ball, losing the ball, playing an offensive ball, and executing a successful shot. 
These behaviors are then summarized under the form of total occurrences or under a 
performance index. The TSAP is similar to the GPAI in that it is concerned with 
assessing tactics and skill execution. The TSAP can be focused either on an individual or 
a team (Grehaigne, et al., 1997). 
The third source of evidence is tests or test-like procedures (Chittenden, 1991). 
Examples of tests in physical education include written knowledge tests as well as skill 
tests. Written tests could be multiple choice, fill in the blank, essay, matching or 
identifying critical components of skills. Skill tests can contribute to assessment, but 
Lund (1993) contends that they should not be the only type of assessment used in a 
physical education class. Lund advocates the use of skill tests as formative assessments to 
inform students and teachers about the degree of student mastery. 
Zessoulas and Gardner (1991) assert that the teacher should not be the only one 
performing assessment. They suggest that it is important for students to assume greater 
control over the learning process in a way that contributes to making assessment more 
authentic and meaningful for them. Zessoulas and Gardner (1991) contend teachers who 
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make assessment more student centered by identifying critical elements of performance 
may improve student learning. 
Other researchers agree with Zessoulas’ and Gardner’s view of making 
assessment more student centered (Grehaigne, et al., 1997; Veal, 1992b). These 
researchers propose that the student is at the center of the teaching-learning process and 
should be an active participant within the process. The Team Sport Assessment 
Procedure (TSAP) described earlier puts the student at the center of the teaching-learning 
process. Grehaigne et al. (1997) suggest that the TSAP allows the teacher to help students 
reflect on their game performance and make the necessary changes to improve their 
performance. 
Peer assessment is one way to enable students to assume greater control over the 
learning process. In addition, it facilitates the development of students’ ability to monitor 
progress, assess, and remediate self and others (Zessoulas & Gardner, 1991). In addition, 
peer assessors need to be held accountable for specific criteria when assessing. These 
criteria should be stated in advance as well as reinforced through accountability measures 
such as students’ assessments being reliable with the teacher’s assessments. 
Research has found that students are capable of reliably assessing a peer’s 
performance using an assessment instrument. For example, in a study of game 
performance assessment in a 5^/6^ grade tactical badminton curriculum unit, high skilled 
students were able to peer assess the clear and drop shot with a reliability of 81.9% when 
compared to researcher coding (Griffin, Dodds, & James, 1999). With practice, even 
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elementary students can become good peer assessors. Furthermore, results of the study 
suggested that peer assessment resulted in greater understanding of skills not only for the 
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participant, but also the assessor. These results support the results of studies using the 
TSAP as an assessment instrument (Grehaigne et al., 1997). 
In using the TSAP, peer assessment is the key. Grehaigne et al. (1997) suggested 
pairing students on opposite teams so that one would observe and complete the 
observational grid while the other was playing. Although the observational data collected 
rests upon products, the peer assessors actually see actions to be imitated and mistakes to 
be avoided. Since the students actively participate in the assessment, the assessment has 
the potential to be a learning activity for the observers as well as the players (Grehaigne, 
et al., 1997). 
Another aspect of student-centered assessment is student reflection. Student 
reflection allows students to judge their own work, picture their learning and 
development over time, and understand what it means to get better (Zessoules & Gardner, 
1991). Reflection is key because the teacher sets up and manages the learning situation, 
but the students are the only ones who can achieve learning for themselves. In order for 
learning to occur, students need to have a chance to reflect on their actions in light of 
feedback from others and then make adjustments so that learning may occur (Grehaigne, 
et al., 1997). 
Instructional alignment by definition includes assessment. Assessment is a key 
component in the instructional alignment process because without it teachers would not 
know if and to what extent students are meeting their objectives. Furthermore, without 
assessment teachers would not be able to effectively plan future instruction based on their 
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students’ needs. 
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Understanding the perceptions of teachers and students about assessment will help 
us know more about instructional alignment. The next section discusses teacher and 
students perceptions of assessment. 
Teacher and Student Perceptions of Assessment 
Perceptions of students and teachers are important in understanding the teaching- 
learning process. Student perceptions have an effect on their effort, motivation, 
understandings, and learning strategies (Wittrock, 1986) Teacher perceptions influence 
their teaching practice as well as their view of the outcomes of instruction (Veal, 1988b). 
Research on student and teacher perceptions has been conducted in physical 
education to examine student perceptions of skill, effort, ability, fitness testing, 
misbehavior, and their overall experience in physical education (Graham, 1995; Veal & 
Compagnone, 1995; Supapom, 1998). Teacher perception research in physical education 
has examined teacher perceptions of pupil assessment and their role as a cooperating 
teacher (Veal, 1988b; Tjeerdsma, 1998). 
Research on student and teacher perceptions of assessment is scarce in overall 
education as well as physical education literature. The lack of research in physical 
education may be related to the paucity of assessment used to measure student learning in 
physical education. Researchers have found that many teachers base their assessments on 
effort, improvement, and appropriate attire rather than on any measures of learning (Veal, 
1988b; Matanin & Tannehill, 1994). 
Researchers in the broader field of education have examined teacher and student 
perceptions of assessment found that students’ perceptions of assessment had an effect on 
teachers’ perceptions of their assessment competence (Schaffner, Burry-Stock, Cho, 
Boney, & Hamilton, 2000). Results also indicated that a students’ sense of fairness and 
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their perceived control over their own grades correlated significantly with their teachers’ 
self reported perceptions of competence in assessment. Furthermore, the more positive 
students felt about the way their teachers assessed them, the more competent teachers felt 
about their skill in using assessment tools (Schaffner et al, 2000). 
When students are involved in assessment, they are more likely to assume 
responsibility for their own goals and learning; therefore assessment directly influences 
the teaching-learning process (Conderman, Hatcher, & Ikan, 1998). In addition to this 
sense of responsibility allows for student voice as well as connects students to what they 
are learning (Spage, 1996). 
The connection to learning that is provided to students through assessment may be 
salient in furthering our understanding of instructional alignment. If students are able to 
grasp the relationship between the teacher’s objectives and learning activities through 
what they are being assessed, the effect of instructional alignment should be increased. 
Instructional alignment, tasks, task systems, and accountability all contribute to 
the level and quality of academic work that is accomplished in a classroom. The former 
supports the program of action and a robust program of action leads to learning outcomes 
being accomplished in the classroom. The next section discusses the program of action 
(PoA) and its importance in the ecology of physical education. 
Program of Action 
The program of action (PoA) is embedded in activities teachers and students enact 
together as they accomplish academic work. It has direction and energy, which 
determines appropriate behaviors for students during different instructional contexts and 
pulls classroom events toward their completion (Doyle, 1986b). The PoA is a term that is 
used to identify that place where the issues of subject matter content and management 
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come together in different ways that are not easily separated. The PoA is presented 
through a series of tasks which focus attention on three aspects of student work: (a) the 
products students are to formulate, (b) the operations used to generate these products, and 
(c) the resources available for generating these products (Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). 
The PoA is further characterized by classroom activities that contain vectors that 
once entered into, pull events and participants along their course. The primary learning 
vector defines instruction, order, the agendas the teacher has for a lesson, and appropriate 
student responses and interactions necessary for instruction to move forward. Secondary 
vectors are typically student initiated, and serve to test the strength of the primary 
learning vector with its teacher-controlled accountability (Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). 
The PoA helps maintain order in a classroom. Order is not simply classroom 
management. Maintaining order in a classroom is a dynamic process in which the teacher 
manages and the students respond to that management. What the students do together and 
in response to teacher directions and management determines to a large extent the degree 
of order in a classroom. Teachers who are adept at gaining and maintaining the 
cooperation of their students may be better able to create order in the classroom 
environment, which in turn can strengthen the PoA. 
When teachers prioritize management and the establishment and maintenance of 
order in the classroom, instruction often becomes secondary to classroom management 
(Hook & Tannehill, 1995; Siedentop, et al., 1994). As an example of an emphasis on 
management and its effect on the program of action, a study of the practice of eleven 
secondary physical education teachers (O’Sullivan, 1994) revealed that teachers 
demonstrated a POA with a strong managerial component based on procedural 
dimensions of physical education such as attendance, punctuality, dress, and class 
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behavior (Siedentop, et al., 1994). Researchers also found that the PoA in these 
secondary physical education classes were casual in that the atmosphere was relaxed, 
positive and further characterized by “banter” between the teacher and students. The 
casual environment was further defined through the lack of any apparent PoA of any 
instructional intensity. The classes ran smoothly in that they were organized and 
conducted in an efficient manner that resulted in the procedural boundaries seldom being 
tested (Siedentop, et al., 1994). Therefore, the teachers in the study had as their goal for 
the classroom the creation and maintenance of order. 
A casual POA was also apparent in a classroom in which the creation and 
maintenance of order was not always apparent as a goal (Supapom, 1998). Supapom 
found that even with a casual PoA order was not maintained. The lack of order may have 
been in part because of the casual PoA but also due to other factors such as lack of rules, 
routines, and expectations, lack of effectiveness in organizing, and delivering 
instructional tasks, influences of the workplace, and influences of the student social 
system (Supapom, 1998). 
For some teachers a focus on order is not paramount because they are able to 
maintain student compliance through the PoA. Researchers have found that a robust PoA 
supported an ecology that was characterized by being dynamic, fast paced, and with 
significant student involvement, which resulted in high student compliance and 
engagement levels (Hastie, 2000). 
Accountability was also a characteristic of this robust PoA. Several types of 
accountability such as monitoring, feedback, skill challenges, a rules test, public posting, 
and reporting of scores were used to increase the robustness of the PoA (Hastie, 2000). In 
this study the only assessment described was the mles test. Although the author described 
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several accountability measures in this study, it is unclear if instructional alignment was 
present in the unit. Hence, even though this researcher found that with a robust PoA a 
teacher could have student learning as a goal with management, order, and accountability 
supporting this learning through the PoA, the relationship between the PoA and 
instructional alignment is not apparent. 
An assumption may be made that a casual POA may neither support nor directly 
inhibit the achievement of learning outcomes. A robust PoA that creates and maintains 
order while keeping student involvement high may have far reaching implications in 
terms of improving the teaching-learning process and the achievement of learning 
outcomes in physical education. 
The relationship between instructional alignment and the program of action is not 
clear. The relationship may be one of support or perhaps instructional alignment pushes 
the program of action to a level in which not only is a strong learning vector present, but 
also the students and teachers are cognizant of what they are to accomplish, how it is to 
be accomplished, and how their accomplishment will be measured. 
In summary, research on instructional alignment is missing from the physical 
education literature. Moreover, the research that has been conducted in general education 
has not qualitatively examined instructional alignment in a manner that scrutinizes 
specifically what instructional alignment looks like within the ecology of 
the classroom. This study will attempt to fill this gap in the literature by providing a 
thorough description of the components of instructional alignment within an ecological 
perspective. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 
The purpose of this qualitative study is to provide an account of how instructional 
alignment operates within elementary physical education including the perceptions of 
teachers and students about assessment and its relation to instructional alignment. I will 
utilize video taped observations, written field notes, formal interviews, informal 
interviews, and document analysis to provide descriptions of instructional alignment in an 
elementary classroom as well as student and teacher perceptions of assessment in relation 
to instructional alignment. 
Data will be collected to create as complete a picture as possible of how 
instructional alignment manifests itself in elementary physical education as well as how 
assessment functions in relation to instructional alignment in a naturalistic setting. 
Through the use of quotations from participants, descriptions of events, and excerpts of 
documents, the reader will be able to see the setting in a manner similar to that of the 
researcher. 
This chapter provides information concerning how the researcher will gather data 
and why specific research methods will be employed. In addition, I will discuss how the 
data will be managed and analyzed to extract themes describing instructional alignment 
and the relation of assessment to instructional alignment. 
Participants and Setting 
Participants 
Two elementary physical education teachers and their respective classes will 
serve as participants. I will attempt to contact teachers from a list of elementary teachers 
in the state of Massachusetts who are interested in piloting assessments for the state 
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frameworks. I will make initial contact with four teachers and then arrange to observe 
them and their classes. 
I will use several criteria in selecting the teachers. First, they must use assessment 
as part of their instructional process in a fifth or sixth grade class. I will ask the teacher a 
series of questions to better understand their knowledge and use of assessment. The 
questions to be asked include: 
1. Please define assessment in physical education. 
2. Please describe the role of assessment in teaching. 
3. How much assessment do you do in a unit? 
4. How often do you assess your students during a unit? 
5. Do you believe that your goals are reflected in your activities and 
assessments? 
6. Do you believe your students understand assessment well enough to discuss 
it? 
7. How do your assessments relate to the state frameworks and the NASPE 
standards? 
After asking these seven questions, I will observe the physical education 
teachers over two lessons. During these observations I will try to look for answers to the 
above questions as well as look for instructional alignment within the lessons. 
After observing the two physical education classes, I will select two teachers 
based upon their responses to the above questions and observations. I will then ask them 
if they are interested in participating in the study, since their willingness to participate is 
an important criterion for selection. Once the teacher’s permission is obtained, I will 
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initiate formal entry procedures required for that site. At this time I will also inform the 
two teachers I did not select of my decision. 
I will select 10 students from each class as participants. The students will be 
selected through a stratified random sample based on gender, ability as determined by the 
teacher, and ethnicity. A total of 20 students from the two classes will serve as 
participants. 
I chose 5th and 6th grade students because they should be more articulate when 
being interviewed than younger students (Zwiere & Morrisette, 1999) . In addition, older 
students may be more willing to share their perceptions and thoughts about their physical 
education class. 
Setting 
The setting chosen for the study will be an elementary school that has grades five 
and six. The elementary school will be located in the state of Massachusetts. At this time 
I am not sure if the elementary school will be in an urban or rural area. 
Entry Into Setting 
After the sites are determined, I will meet with the physical education teachers 
who will be my participants with the intent to clarify the purpose of the study, the data 
collection process, the role of the teacher, and the role that the researcher will assume. 
Both physical education teachers will have the opportunity to question me about any 
aspect of the proposed study, allowing them to feel comfortable with the study. 
Furthermore, at this meeting I will explain that I am interested in learning more 
about the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of assessment as well as observing how 
assessment is conducted in elementary physical education. The two elementary teachers 
will be informed specifically that I would like to videotape two elementary units. Finally, 
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I will explain that I intend to take the role of an observer in the setting, trying not to 
disturb the natural events as they might otherwise occur. 
I will then meet with the principal. During this meeting I will explain the study in 
a manner similar to that in which I discussed the study with the teacher. Once permission 
is granted I will ask the teacher to sign an informed consent document (Appendix A). 
This document will establish in writing the roles that the participants and I will assume, 
what each can expect of each other, and how the privacy of all participants will be 
protected in relation to this study. At this time we will also agree to which units would be 
used in data collection and the dates those units would be taught. 
Prior to data collection, I will observe one unit in which I will set up the video 
cameras, but only videotape one lesson. This will allow me to determine if the cameras 
are placed in the correct position to optimally videotape what is occurring in the 
gymnasium. Furthermore, students and teacher will become use to the video camera and 
my presence in their classroom. During this time I will make notes of my observations as 
well as note any technical problems I may encounter. 
After this initial observation unit I will speak briefly with the students in the 
classes to be videotaped. Students will be given an explanation of the study and why it is 
important. All students and their parents or guardians will then be asked to sign an 
informed consent document (Appendix A). Student and parental consent documents will 
explain what the research entails, the participants’ rights and responsibilities as well as 
the role of the researcher. They will be informed that some students may also be selected 
for interviews, but signing the consent form does not obligate them to be interviewed, 
only to be videotaped. Those who do not wish to be videotaped will be assured that the 
researcher will take the steps necessary not to include them in the video observations. 
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Those who agree to be videotaped and possibly interviewed will be assured that every 
effort will be made to maintain their anonymity, including the use of pseudonyms for 
people and places. 
Data Collection 
Videotaped Observations 
Two fifth or sixth grade elementary game units taught by each teacher will be 
videotaped to obtain a permanent record of instructional alignment in the unit. I will use 
two video cameras to obtain the widest view of the gymnasium as possible. The cameras 
will be located on the same side of the gym but on opposite comers. The teacher will 
wear a microphone and the video camera that is recording the teacher’s voice will be 
started first, quickly followed by the other camera. The video cameras will both be 
stopped at the end of each lesson. Each lesson of the unit will be recorded on its own 
individual videotape. This videotaped record will be used in later analysis of the 
instructional alignment that existed within the unit. 
Field Notes 
The written field notes from observations will record observed classroom events, 
teacher behaviors, student behaviors, and other significant events that occur throughout 
the unit. Field notes from observations will be recorded to create a written record of the 
observations. Observer comments will be a part of the field note record. Observer 
comments will be bracketed as well as indented to note the difference between the 
observer comment and the field notes. 
Field notes will focus on the main pieces of instructional alignment as well as 
subcomponents such as task explicitness, task congruency, task boundaries, ambiguity, 
risk, and student negotiations. Specific attention will be given to how learning activities 
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are presented as well as the assessments used throughout the unit. As soon as possible 
after the observation I will type and expand my field notes to provide a detailed record of 
the observation. In addition I will watch the videotape and record additional field notes 
that will support my written notes. 
Interviews 
Two types of interviews, formal and informal will be conduced with the 
participants. Each interview enables the researcher to obtain additional information from 
teachers and students about instructional alignment and their perceptions of assessment in 
relation to instructional alignment. 
Formal interviews. The teachers will be interviewed formally at the beginning and 
the end of each unit as well as informally throughout. These interviews will employ a 
semi structured interview guide approach (See Appendix B). This approach allows the 
freedom to explore particular issues during the interview that may not appear directly in 
the interview guide but that seem important in discovering what the teachers and students 
know about various aspects of instructional alignment. From these questions probes will 
be asked if necessary to gain a deeper understanding of instructional alignment. 
The pre-unit interview will be approximately 30 minutes to one hour and the post¬ 
unit interview will be approximately 1 and 1 V-i hours. These interviews will be audio 
taped and transcribed verbatim. I plan to pilot my interview questions with a local 
elementary physical education teacher. Based on the results of this pilot the questions and 
length of the interview may change. 
Furthermore, I may use videotape as a part of the post interview. There may be 
segments of tape that will provide more context to specific questions and lend themselves 
to enriched discussion in the interview. 
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Twenty students total, ten from each class, will be interviewed formally before 
and after the unit of instruction. Each interview will last approximately 30 minutes to 1 
hour. Interviews will be audio taped and transcribed verbatim. 
If there is a student in each class who appears to be very articulate and insightful, 
this student may be used as a key informant. As a key informant, I would interview them 
last and ask them to clarify things other students may have discussed as well as asking 
them more in depth questions. 
Informal interviews. Informal interviews enable researchers to collect data while 
carrying on casual conversations with participants, usually without formal 
acknowledgement that an interview is taking place. Informal interviews also help to 
increase rapport between the researcher and participants. The informal interviews will 
focus on talking to teachers and students about events in the unit that need clarification 
before, during, or after school as well as through e-mail. 
Document data 
The final source of data will consist of documents that are collected or copied for 
later analysis. First, the researcher will examine teacher lesson plans and unit plans. If the 
teacher does not write lesson or unit plans, this information will need to be accessed 
during the pre-unit interview. In addition, local curriculum guides if available, 
Massachusetts frameworks, and any other references the teacher may use to plan 
instruction will be examined. Secondly, all documents disseminated to students 
throughout the unit will be examined. Third, each assessment used in the unit will be 
copied for later review at the end of the unit and may be used to facilitate the interview 
process. 
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Analysis of Data 
Data analysis is an ongoing process in any qualitative study. Data analysis will be 
conducted with two purposes in mind: (a) to describe the features of instructional 
alignment that exist in these particular elementary physical education units and (b) to 
describe the perceptions of students and teachers of instructional alignment and the 
relationship of assessment with instructional alignment. The remainder of this chapter 
describes the steps I intend to take throughout the process of data analysis. 
As a result of collecting data on one complete unit before moving on to the next, 
data analysis will occur concurrently with data collection. As the data are collected, 
videotapes will be analyzed and interviews will be transcribed. The Ethnograph 5.0 
(Seidel, 1985) will be used to organize the data. Sentences, phrases, or words that appear 
to present expressions of a single thought will be sorted into categories. These categories 
will originate from regularities or patterns in the data and from the literature. 
Category development will be documented thorough the use of a 
Documentational Table (Constas, 1992). This table describes the manner in which 
categories were developed and makes public this process. The table consists of two 
domains, one that specifies the various components associated with the development of 
categories and the second that addresses the temporal aspects of category development. 
The data will be further examined for relationships among categories. 
Larger conceptual themes will be extracted from similarities across categories. 
Data from field notes, videotapes, and interviews will be extracted and used to illustrate 
the themes. The themes will be used to suggest a general understanding of the features of 
instructional alignment and the perceptions of students and teachers of assessment in 
relation to instructional alignment. 
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Trustworthiness 
In an attempt to insure credibility and to limit my researcher bias, four methods 
will be used to address trustworthiness: (a) prolonged engagement, triangulation, member 
checks, and a researcher journal. In addition, the issue of researcher bias will also be 
discussed. 
Prolonged engagement. A researcher must be in a setting long enough to learn and 
understand something of the culture as well as to develop the trust of participants 
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In light of the fact that most elementary units are fairly short (3- 
6 lessons), the visit in the beginning of the school year to observe combined with 
collecting data on two units with the same teacher and students results in prolonged 
engagement with the phenomenon of instructional alignment in two settings rather than 
prolonged engagement with the same teacher and students for a number of weeks or 
months. 
Triangulation. Triangulation is a way to improve the credibility of findings and 
interpretations by using multiple and different types of data (Pitman & Maxwell, 1992). 
In order to develop a comprehensive perspective on instructional alignment and its 
relationship with assessment in each of the units of instruction, different methods of data 
collection as well as various sources of information will be used. Each of these data 
sources provides opportunities for cross checking individual accounts and validating 
information to be used in the final report. For example the videotape observations will be 
used to corroborate the live field notes taken during observations. Notes from these 
observations will be used to guide interviews and validate information gleamed from 
interviews. 
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Member checks. Member checking is a way to share interpretations of the 
emergent findings with participants (Rossman & Rallis, 1998). I will share an excerpt of 
field notes and or a segment of videotape with the teachers during the post interview after 
each unit and ask them to discuss instructional alignment in regard to the field notes or 
video. In addition, during my videotaped observations at the site, it will be possible to 
clarify informally anything I might have misunderstood in the teacher pre-unit interviews. 
Researcher journal. I will keep a personal journal throughout 
the study. This journal will consist of research memos that will focus on personal 
reflections on the research process, methodological decisions made, questions raised, 
insights regarding researcher bias, and my evolving perceptions of the study. 
Researcher Bias 
Since the investigator is the primary instrument in a qualitative study, the research 
product is influenced by both the researcher’s biography and the interactions between the 
investigator and participants. I will confront my own bias and strong beliefs about 
assessment and instructional alignment by first writing my beliefs and where they come 
from in an autobiographical form. Next, I will write about how these beliefs may 
influence data collection and my perceptions of the study. In addition when I find myself 
in an increased state of emotion over an issue observed in the research I will immediately 
address it through a memo or observer comments in field notes. I realize that much of my 
bias may be rooted in my personal history and professional training as a physical 
education teacher. While it is not possible to eliminate these factors as sources of 
influence in data collection and data analysis, it is possible to clarify some of the 
perceptions they produce and limit their influences. Acknowledging researcher bias 
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before entering the field and continuing to confront bias while in the field and writing the 
report should strengthen the trustworthiness of the data. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
In the United States’ educational system there has been a movement to establish 
nationwide educational standards. National standards in physical education (NASPE, 
1995) were designed to provide physical education teachers with content standards that 
specify what students should know as well as performance standards that specify how 
good is good enough (NASPE, 1995). 
Standard based learning has at its core student learning. For learning to occur, 
teachers have to orchestrate a series of instructional and managerial tasks to which 
students respond in their own individual ways. Managing a group of students and 
delivering instruction is a dynamic process in which the teacher must gain and maintain 
the cooperation of their students. What the students do together and in response to teacher 
directions and management often can support the teacher’s actions, but at other times 
they may not. 
The orchestration described is known as the program of action, a term that is used 
to identify that place where the issues of subject matter content and management come 
together in different ways that are not easily separated (Hastie & Siedentop, 1999). A 
robust program of action is characterized by a strong learning vector, which defines 
instruction, order, the agendas the teacher has for a lesson, and appropriate student 
responses and interactions necessary for instruction and learning to move forward toward 
achieving the learning outcomes. 
A program of action with a strong learning vector is supported by strong 
accountability in three interwoven task systems, instructional, managerial, and student 
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social. The interaction among the three task systems is important because this is how the 
program of action is executed. 
A concept that may also support or facilitate the program of action and the instructional 
process is instructional alignment. Instructional alignment is the extent to which stimulus 
conditions match among three instructional components: intended outcomes, instructional 
processes, and instructional assessment (Cohen, 1987). 
Instructional alignment has not been extensively studied in physical education. The 
Saber Tooth Project (Ward, 1999) examined instructional alignment in two middle school 
game units. Results indicated that instructional alignment existed in this project because 
the assessment strategies the teachers used were congruent with the goals (Ward, Barrett, 
Evans, Doutis, Nguyen, & Johnson, 1999; Evans, Nguyen, Johnson, Doutis, Brobst, & 
Shinoda, 1999). While the Saber Tooth Project did provide some information about the 
instructional alignment and the classroom ecologies that existed in the Saber Tooth 
Schools, it did not directly provide us with teacher or student perceptions of instructional 
alignment. It is important to have an understanding of teacher and student perceptions of 
instructional alignment in order to better understand the alignment process. 
Teacher and student perceptions of physical education and other subjects have 
been the focus of several research studies. Research on teachers’ perceptions of specific 
units of instruction is limited, although the results from studies of teachers’ perceptions of 
effective instruction indicate that teachers perceive the components of effective 
instruction in terms of student behaviors such as enjoyment, cooperation, and 
participation (Placek, 1983; Arrighi & Young, 1987). These studies suggest that when 
students are interested, follow directions, and don’t cause disruptions, their teachers feel 
successful. 
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Researchers have also found that teachers and students do not always perceive 
physical education in the same way. For example, Parker (1996) found that a teacher and 
her students perceived learning in physical education very differently. The teacher 
perceived that student learning focused on the development of self-esteem, whereas the 
students perceived learning as skill acquisition. Another difference between student and 
teacher perceptions of physical education is on the value of physical education. Many 
students do not view physical education as a “real” or important subject; their teachers, 
however view physical education as a vital part of their education (Carlson, 1994; Parker, 
1996). 
Researchers have conducted several investigations regarding student perceptions 
in physical education. In fact a complete Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 
monograph was dedicated to examining students' perceptions about physical education 
(Graham, 1995). Results from these studies indicated that overall elementaiy students 
enjoy physical education, middle school students are less than positive toward the content 
of physical education, and high school age students do not find value or meaning in 
physical education (Cothran & Ennis, 1999; Luke & Cope, 1994). 
While perceptions of students at all ages are interesting, examining the 
perceptions of elementary students is critical since the perceptions of physical activity 
that children develop when they are young are firmly entrenched and become the 
foundations of the perceptions they have as they mature. Research on student perceptions 
of elementary curricular content has provided some insight into how children view 
physical education. Overall elementary students do not have a clear understanding of 
physical education as an academic subject. Most students view the elementary curriculum 
as activity units (Ratliffe, Imwold, & Conkell, 1994; Solmon & Carter, 1995). 
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Furthermore, some elementary students have difficulty distinguishing between physical 
education and recess, while still others view physical education as waiting in lines and 
following rules (Ratliffe, et al. 1994; Solmon & Carter, 1995). 
They also have difficulty understanding the objectives behind certain activities, 
especially fitness activities (McKenzie, Alcarez, & Sallis, 1995; Hopple & Graham, 
1995). Furthermore, elementary students prefer to participate in skill fitness units rather 
than health related fitness units (McKenzie, et al., 1994), Elementary age students not 
only dislike health fitness units, but also go to great lengths such as faking an illness or 
being absent to avoid fitness testing (Hopple & Graham, 1995). 
There seem to be connections among teachers’ perceptions, their instruction, and 
students’ perceptions, although the instructional task system may not be the only factor 
that affects students’ perceptions. Allen (1986) found that students’ two major classroom 
goals were to socialize and to pass the course. The interaction among the student social 
system, instructional task system, and the managerial task system may be a powerful 
combination that influences student and teacher perceptions of the overall teaching- 
learning process and the learning environment. 
The latter point is salient because the teaching-learning process may be improved 
when the teacher and student perceptions are similar. For example, one study that 
examined an adventure education curriculum found that the goals of the curriculum 
related to the students’ lives outside of the classroom, which increased its 
meaningfulness. Not only were the activities and goals meaningful to the students, but the 
* 
perceived unit goals of the students themselves were closely aligned with the teachers 
goals (Dyson, 1995). 
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In light of the research regarding students" and teachers’ perceptions in which the 
results indicated that the teaching-learning process may be improved when the student 
and teacher perceptions are similar, it would be interesting to examine student 
perceptions of two different units; one of which the research has shown they perceive 
negatively (Hopple & Graham, 1995) and the other that has a focus much like the one 
described in the study by Dy son (1995). This, in combination with the limited research on 
instructional alignment and the explicit call for investigation into student and teacher 
perceptions of instructional alignment from the Saber Tooth Project, (Ward, 1999) 
establishes a need to examine purposefully student and teacher perceptions of 
instructional alignment in both a fitness unit and an adventure education unit that focused 
on obstacles and challenges. Therefore, the specific purpose of the study was to examine 
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of instructional alignment in these two units of 
instruction. 
Methods 
Setting and Participants 
The study was conducted in a large suburban elementary school located in 
Western Massachusetts. The physical education teachers at the elementary school and 
their district colleagues recently spent time matching their curriculum with the 
Massachusetts State Health Curriculum Framework of which physical education is a part. 
Through this curricular revision process the teachers not only emphasized goals and 
activities, but also focused on assessment. This was important in site selection because in 
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order to study instructional alignment I had to be assured that assessment was present in 
the physical education program that I studied. 
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Far Elementary School 
Far Elementary School housed 496 students ranging from pre-K to fourth grade. 
Students in the elementary school were similar in both social class and ethnicity. Students 
in the affluent suburb in which the school was located had some of the highest MCAS 
test scores (high stakes statewide testing at the 4th, 8th, and 10th grade levels with high 
school graduation contingent on passing scores in the 10th grade version) in the state. 
Entry to the site included gaining district approval from the superintendent as well 
as 100% consent to participate from teachers, students, and their parents. All participants 
had to sign a written consent form that followed standard American Psychological 
Association and university human subject guidelines. 
Far Elementary School participants included an intact class of 24 fourth grade 
students, (12 males; 12 females), all Caucasian. Thirteen of the 24 students were 
interviewed for the purpose of the study. The researcher, through a stratified sampling 
process based on skill level and gender, selected the students who were interviewed. The 
physical education teachers provided the researcher with their expert opinion of each of 
the students’ overall skill levels in order to produce the stratified sample of students to be 
interviewed. 
Participants also included two physical education teachers who turn taught the 
fourth grade class. Ms. Adventure, a female physical education teacher (21 years 
experience) taught on Monday and Mr. Fit, a male physical education teacher (12 years 
experience) taught on Wednesday. Ms. Adventure and Mr. Fit were the only physical 
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education teachers at Far Elementary School. 
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Data Collection 
As a non-participant observer (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993), the author observed 
the fourth grade class at Far Elementary School several times over a 4-month period. 
Data were collected in three ways: (a) observations, (b) formal and informal interviews, 
and (c) documents. 
Data collection began with an observation period in which rapport was developed 
with the teachers and the students. The goal of these observations was to allow the 
researcher to become part of the fabric of the class. In addition, the observation period 
served to reduce researcher influence on students as they became more comfortable with 
having an observer in their classroom. 
Observations were conducted forty minutes twice a week for a total of eighty 
minutes per week. The fitness unit was six lessons long and consisted of fitness activities 
and the Fitness Gram fitness tests. The individual lessons focused on the different aspects 
of physical fitness and how to test those aspects (Table 1). The obstacle and challenge 
unit consisted of 8 lessons. The individual lessons were comprised of self and group 
challenge activities, all of which were presented in station format (Table 2). 
Field Notes and Observations. Field notes, which were used to gather data 
specifically on instructional alignment and the ecology of the classroom, were written 
during and immediately after each observation. Each lesson was videotaped to obtain a 
visual record of the lesson to support field notes and provide an accurate record of the 
classroom events. In each videotaped lesson the teacher wore a wireless microphone to 
enhance vocal clarity. 
Observational data included both descriptive and reflective notes from 
observations of both units. Descriptive notes focused on events that occurred in the 
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gymnasium, particularly in regard to the instructional ecology and its relationship to 
instructional alignment. Ongoing journaling documented the researcher’s thoughts about 
the research project, including biases held about instructional alignment and assessment 
in an attempt to report the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of instructional alignment. 
Interviews. Both physical education teachers participated in two semi-structured 
formal interviews. The pre-unit interview with the teachers explored their knowledge of 
instructional alignment, their viewpoints about assessment, the process for planning the 
unit, and how it was to be conducted. Information gleaned from the pre-unit interview 
was essential because it was the only way to gather knowledge of the teachers’ goals, 
learning activities, and assessments because they did not write out detailed lesson plans. 
The post-unit interview examined the teachers’ perceptions of instructional alignment in 
the unit as well as how assessment facilitated the teaching-learning process. Interviews 
lasted 30-45 minutes. 
In addition to the formal interviews, informal interviews, which occurred between 
the teachers and myself, were recorded promptly after the conversation had taken place. 
These interviews usually focused on assessment and were useful for clarification of 
researcher questions. 
Interview data were also collected through two formal semi-structured interviews 
with 13 students (6 girls; 7 boys). Students’ pre-unit interviews (10-15 minutes) focused 
on their perceptions of the activities in which they participated and any knowledge they 
held about instructional alignment. The post-unit interview (20-25 minutes) focused on 
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students’ perceptions of how activities and assessments matched what they had learned. 
All interviews were tape recorded and transcribed verbatim. 
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Document Data. Document data in the form of sample assessments, worksheets, 
and the district curriculum were also collected to ensure triangulation. Document data 
were used to support interview and field note data, as well as supporting teachers’ and 
students’ assertions about instructional alignment in the fitness unit. 
Data Analysis 
Audio portions of recorded videotapes were transcribed and used to support field 
notes taken during live observations. All field notes were type written and inductively 
analyzed using Cohen’s (1987) model of instructional alignment and Doyle’s (1977) 
ecological model as guides as well staying open to new categories and ideas not included 
in Cohen or Doyle. 
When analyzing the field note data the researcher responded to verbal or 
nonverbal cues, such as specific assessments (e.g. peer assessments, questions and 
answer) and learning activities that were presented to the students. The field note data 
were analyzed to provide a picture of the instructional alignment that existed in both units 
to support information drawn from the teacher and student interviews. 
Interview data were analyzed qualitatively through constant comparison (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) using The Ethnograph Version 5.0 to organize 
and manage the data. Data were coded using open and axial procedures to create 
categories. Category development was documented through the use of a documentational 
table (Constas, 1992). Categories were examined for common elements that ran 
throughout and tied them together. Themes were then extracted from these categories. 
Data were then selectively coded for examples that illustrated the themes (Neuman, 
1994). 
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Trustworthiness 
Data trustworthiness was established in four ways. First, triangulation was 
ensured through field note observations, document data such as sample assessments and 
the district curriculum, and interview transcripts. Secondly, trustworthiness was 
established through prolonged and regular engagement between the investigator and the 
participants. Third, member checks were conducted in which each teacher received 
interview transcripts and had the opportunity to discuss any aspect with the researcher to 
clarify or add emphasis to any point they had made (Merriam, 2001). Finally the data 
were continually reexamined to search for negative cases that could serve to disprove a 
theme or to provide an alternative perspective. The data from the observations and 
interviews were also examined to identify areas of similarity and dissimilarity between 
teacher and student perceptions. 
Results 
The results will be reported in four sections. The first three sections examine the 
instructional alignment components individually as (a) the goals of the two units; (b) the 
activities of the units; (c) the assessments used in the units. The final section examines 
the ecological synergy of the program of action and its connection to instructional 
alignment. 
Goals 
Fitness Goals. Instructional alignment requires a match between goals, practice, 
and assessment. The goals stated by the teachers were in line with the school district 
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curriculum that they followed (Table 3). The teachers commented on the impact the 
district curriculum had on their goals for instruction. Ms. Adventure stated. Our 
curriculum is clearly written with the objectives as far as recognizing all of the 
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components of fitness. We try to focus on the curriculum and we are not so focused on 
our own goals for the unit.” 
The teachers held two primary learning goals in the fitness unit. First they wanted 
the students to develop an understanding of health related fitness and secondly to 
understand that fitness is a lifetime activity. In regard to the first goal, Mr. Fit stated, “I 
want the students to understand and be able to show that they understand what each 
fitness area means.” Ms. Adventure agreed with Mr. Fit and added, “Students will 
understand the aspects of fitness. I hope they have the knowledge base of the components 
of physical fitness. 
Field notes indicated that both teachers used question and answer to help students 
understand the aspects of fitness. For example, in Lesson 1 Mr. Fit began the lesson by 
stating, “We are ready for our fitness unit. Today we are going to talk about cardio 
respiratory endurance. Raise your hand if you know what cardio respiratory endurance 
is.” A few students raised their hands. He then asked, “Raise your hand if you don’t 
know.” This resulted in a large number of students raising their hands. He then asked, 
“Cardio means what?” The students replied, “Heart.” Mr. Fit asked, “Respiratory means 
what?” The students replied, “Lungs.” He then asked, “What about endurance? What 
does it mean?” The students replied, “Lasts a long time.” Mr. Fit then asked, “What lasts 
a long time if you have good cardio respiratory endurance?” The students replied, “Heart 
and lungs.” Mr. Fit went on to ask several questions about what types of activities an 
individual would participate in to improve their cardio respiratory endurance. This 
question and answer format was evident in every lesson of the fitness unit and served as a 
way for the teachers to deliver content about the different aspects of fitness. 
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The second goal, to view fitness as a lifetime activity, was illustrated by Ms. 
Adventure when she said, “Fitness is a lifetime thing you have to build upon. We spend a 
lot of time understanding what happens in each area and how you can improve.” She 
went on to say, “I hope they take the information they get out of their fitness scores and 
be encouraged to continue maintaining or improving their scores.” Mr. Fit also reinforced 
the goal of students understanding that fitness is a lifetime activity when he said,” I want 
them to be able to say to themselves, “I understand what this activity can do for my 
body” and that it is important to view those things as part of their lifetime package.” 
Five of the six students interviewed in the fitness unit reported that they had 
learned about the fitness components, which matched the teachers’ first goal for the unit. 
Jon described what he learned when he stated, “I learned about strength.” When he was 
asked to elaborate about what activities helped him learn about strength he replied, “Push 
ups. The teacher wanted to see how many push ups I could do for strength.” Field notes 
indicated that although Jon stated that he had learned about muscular strength in the unit, 
push ups were used to test for muscular endurance. The difference between muscular 
strength and muscular endurance was addressed during Lesson 3. Mr. Fit asked, “What is 
the difference between muscular strength and muscular endurance?” The students replied, 
“muscular endurance is when you use your muscles for a long time.” Mr. Fit stated, “Yes, 
very good. So you use your muscles for a long time. So in our fitness testing that would 
be like doing push ups for a long period of time.” This example suggested that although 
the students reported that they had learned about the aspects of health related fitness, 
what they learned may have not been entirely correct. 
None of the students interviewed reported that they had learned that fitness was a 
lifetime activity. Although the teachers held understanding that fitness was a lifetime 
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pursuit as a goal in the unit, field notes and interview data indicated that they did not 
convey this information to the students. 
Obstacle and Challenge Goals. The teachers held goals in common for the 
obstacle and challenge unit such as problem solving, cooperation, and working together 
as a group. Evidence of these common goals was apparent in interview data. For 
example, Ms. Adventure said, “With the cooperative activities we would love to see the 
groups learn the necessary skills to problem solve as a group. Maybe figure that 
out through the task itself, maybe learn that you need to have a person take charge with 
all the different jobs people have in group challenges.” Mr. Fit stated, “ Goals would be 
to expose kids to a more indirect teaching style and that the kids will learn from each 
other and work together in a group to meet the challenge at each station. The teachers did, 
however, hold different individual sub goals for the students in the unit. For example, Ms. 
Adventure stated, “ It is also a goal to increase balance, upper body strength, and for the 
students to take risks to challenge themselves.” Mr. Fit’s goals differed from Ms. 
Adventure in another way. He commented, “I want the students to learn and understand 
the importance of safety when doing the obstacles and challenges.” 
Field notes indicated that both teachers emphasized safety throughout the unit. In 
Lesson 1 Ms. Adventure asked, “Who remembers the absolute rule when all the 
equipment comes out?” A student answered, “No running.” Mr. Fit also emphasized 
safety in his lessons. For example, one of the challenges involved moving through a 
series of obstacles that involved balancing. Mr. Fit said, “It is very important that you use 
caution over here. If we have accidents this is where we have it. So I have a big sign to 
look at before you start.” Mr. Fit then held up a big sign that read, “caution, move 
slowly.” 
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The obstacle and challenge unit was also aligned with the teachers’ district 
curriculum. Table 4 displays the relationship between the common goals the teachers 
held and the written district curriculum. It also displays teachers’ individual goals that 
were not part of the written curriculum. 
Overall, student comments demonstrated that to some extent they learned what 
the teachers held as goals. For example, two of the students interviewed said that they 
learned about safety. Mark stated, “ I learned to be safe and not to run around.” Sheri 
added, “I learned to follow directions and to not cut people in line and make sure you are 
not going to high or hurting yourself.” Another student stated that he had learned to 
conquer challenges and yet another said that he had learned to work your hardest to get 
over something. 
Only one student commented that they had learned to work together which was a 
significant goal for the teachers. The lack of congruency between what the students 
learned and what the teachers held as goals created a misalignment in the unit. This 
misalignment may have resulted from the fact that the two teachers held some common 
goals, but differed on others. The fact that 6 of the 7 students reported that they had not 
learned what the teachers held as primary goals demonstrates how even the slightest lack 
of agreement in the teachers’ goals could create a misalignment. 
Activities 
Fitness Activities. The second component of instructional alignment is the actual 
learning activities, or the opportunities to practice that lead to the learning outcomes 
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(goals). In the fitness unit the students performed activities that reflected the goals that 
the teachers held. These activities included practicing taking heart rate to further their 
understanding of cardio respiratory endurance and heart rate response to exercise. 
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practicing the various exercises that are used as part of the Fitness Gram, and actually 
taking the Fitness Gram tests (See Table 1). 
The teachers perceived the activities in the fitness unit as an area they were trying 
to improve and to make the unit more inclusive of fitness principles and not just fitness 
testing. Ms. Adventure stated, “We are trying to focus on the activity aspect of it. The 
fitness scores are just a way to get our data, but we are trying to focus in on using some 
of the physical best activities.” She went on to comment, “We use a lot of the material 
that has been set forth by the Fitness Gram and Physical Best people and try to stay close 
to that curriculum that was developed. We also are always looking for extra things 
through reading and on the Internet.” Mr. Fit also commented on their effort to present 
different activities that had a fitness focus but were not fitness testing activities. He 
stated, “Each lesson or two focuses on a particular area of fitness with activities 
surrounding that fitness area. So if it is cardio respiratory endurance it is a very active 
movement activity so they get the understanding that running around and using their legs 
is working their heart and lungs. 
Field notes indicated that the teachers did use lessons in the unit that extended fitness 
principle content beyond fitness testing. For example, Lessons 1 and 2 expanded the 
health fitness component of cardio respiratory fitness from basic understanding of the 
term to applying that knowledge to monitor and graph heart rate response to exercise. 
In general, the students reported that they believed that the activities and assessments 
were the same. They all reported that their favorite activities were the Fitness Gram 
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fitness tests. The fact that the students viewed the fitness tests as their favorite activities 
may be important since if they enjoy doing fitness producing activities like those in the 
tests they may be more likely to pursue fitness activities in the future. 
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Four of the six students interviewed stated that they liked the Pacer Test 
activity best. Overall the students enjoyed the test because they like to run. Examples of 
comments about the Pacer Test included, “I like the Pacer Test. I did the best and that is 
my strongest area” (Mark). “I like the Pacer Test because I like running” (Jon). 
Obstacle and Challenge Activities. The obstacle and challenge unit activities 
consisted of individual challenge activities and group challenges (See Table 2). 
Individual challenges included climbing a mat wall, vaulting across a swamp of 
poisonous frogs, and balancing on a rolling balance tube. Ms. Adventure described 
individual challenges as “You challenge yourself to the level you feel comfortable. So if 
you can’t climb the rope to the top maybe you just hold yourself up on the mat wall.” 
The group challenges involved the entire group. At each challenge station the 
students had to read a task card and decide how to solve the challenge. In order for 
students to successfully solve the challenge decisions had to be made about how to solve 
the challenge. Students also had to learn to make sacrifices for the group in order for the 
group to solve the challenge. For example, in the challenge called the Grand Canyon the 
object was for all group members to swing across the “Grand Canyon” and land on a 
vaulting box. If any member of the group touches the “Grand Canyon” one member who 
had already made it and the person who touched had to start over. Sacrifices such as this 
were common and encouraged each group to take their time and figure out the best way 
to solve the challenge. 
The students thought all of the activities were fun. Four of the seven students 
interviewed reported that their favorite challenge was the mat wall. Jacob stated, “My 
favorite was the mat wall. It is like climbing a mountain. Todd reported, “It was easy, just 
climb it and use your strength”. The other three students interviewed reported that their 
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favorite challenges were group challenges. Robyn, stated, “I liked the Island Escape 
because we had to talk and everybody had to pull everybody on a rope to get across.” 
Assessment 
The final component of instructional alignment is assessment. The assessments 
that the teachers used were formative in that they helped the teachers monitor the group’s 
understanding in each unit. The teachers did not tie any of their assessments to the 
students’ final grade because they graded students based on participation and effort. 
Fitness Assessment. In the fitness unit the teachers used several different 
formative assessments such as question and answer, graphing heart rate, fitness tests, 
monitoring heart rate, and peer assessments to monitor student understanding (Table 1). 
Both teachers believed that the peer assessment in the fitness unit worked very well. Ms. 
Adventure commented, “I think the lessons where the students are peer assessing work 
really well. It is a way to get a lot of activity done and not us personally being the ones 
assessing.” Mr. Fit also commented favorably on the peer assessment. He stated, 
“I think the peer stuff works well just the way the tests are set up. They (students) are 
able to help each other out and test each other. That works well for us management wise 
because it is a lot less time consuming and I think the kids learn a lot from working with 
each other.” 
Overall students perceived that their level of fitness was being assessed in the 
unit. Many rated their overall success in the fitness unit lower because they did not score 
well on certain fitness tests. For example, Joe rated his overall success a 3 on a 5-point 
scale. When asked why he gave himself a 3 he stated, “Because I didn’t get a good grade 
on push ups.” Mark also rated himself a 3 in terms of success. He commented, “Because 
some of the things I scored low and some of them were pretty hard.” Elizabeth rated 
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herself a 5. She stated, “ I would rate myself a 5 because I reached all my goals in fitness 
testing.” 
Most of the students stated that the fitness tests were what they liked most about 
assessment. In responding to this question, 5 of the 6 students reported that they liked 
fitness tests that were easy. For example, Mark stated, “Some tests were easy like the curl 
ups and shoulder and trunk lift.” The one student who did not comment that the fitness 
tests were what she liked best did report that she liked being able to do the assessments 
with other people. 
When the students were asked what they did not like about assessment, they again 
responded with specific fitness tests. They considered some tests to be difficult and 
disliked them because they experienced some pain when doing them. Comments 
included, “The push ups I didn’t like because you have to do it with your upper body and 
it is wicked hard” (Joe). “I didn’t like the curl ups because they gave me a cramp” (Suzy). 
“I didn’t really like doing the trunk lift because it hurt” (Jon). 
Obstacle and Challenge Assessments. Field notes indicated that in the obstacle 
and challenge unit the teachers used a question and answer technique at the end of the 
lessons and teacher observation as formative assessments. In this unit the assessment for 
the individual or group was embedded in the task and successfully completing the 
challenge. Mr. Fit stated. 
On the challenges their assessments are provided; it is worked into each 
challenge. I guess it would be a self-check or a group check because if the group 
* 
met the challenge and were able to succeed then they would know obviously that 
they were able to accomplish the goal. The assessment is there for us and just 
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seeing the group kind of communicate and work together, even if they don’t meet 
the challenge, there can be some great learning going on. 
Ms. Adventure also discussed assessment in this unit when she stated, 
We are trying to do something with task cards and a question and answer section 
at each station where they have to tell us how they solved their challenges and 
who took charge. They would do it as a group at each station. We will spend time 
at the end of the class asking them like “okay boys you got station 2, what were 
some of your solutions?” So it is more of a talk session at the end. 
Field notes indicated that the students were not assessed at each station as 
described by Ms. Adventure. They were, however, assessed as a large group at the end of 
class. For example, in Lesson 1 Ms. Adventure questioned a group about how they were 
successful in a challenge. She asked, “How did you solve the task?” Erik replied, “We 
held hands and jumped.” Ms. Adventure then asked, “But they had to get everybody in a 
different order so how did you decide who was jumping when?” Kevin replied, “Say I 
was in the middle and they were to my back, I would hold his hand and then we would 
jump. We jumped backwards and then frontward so he was now at my back.” Ms. 
Adventure asked, “And how did you come to that solution?” Steve replied, “We got it 
wrong all the other times.” Ms. Adventure asked, “Did one person come up with that 
solution?” Mike replied, “Yeah, Steve came up with turning around. He said if we turned 
at the same time it would work.” 
These assessments demonstrated to the teachers that the students were solving 
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problems as a group. The other goal of students working together and cooperating was 
also assessed through questioning and answering. A field note example from Lesson 4 
demonstrated that students were learning to work together to solve the challenges. At the 
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end of Lesson 4, Mr. Fit asked, “What helped you finish the Island Escape challenge?” 
Terry responded, “Well we worked on that one, we had teamwork, we had kids tie the 
knots and then I pushed off the island and then Sara and Marissa pulled me in.” 
Overall students perceived that the teachers were assessing them on behavior, 
following the rules, and completing the challenges. Responses to the question of how the 
teachers assessed students included, “How hard you try, because you can’t ask for more 
than how hard you try” [Lucie], “They were probably looking at safety and if you did the 
challenges” [Tricia], “If you follow directions and work together to accomplish the team 
challenge”[Mike], and “Make sure we are not doing something wrong” [Robyn]. 
The students in the obstacle and challenge unit self-assessed their group by 
whether their group completed the challenge. Lucie stated. 
We sort of completed it and we have gone farther than we have before. Say if you 
finished it and then you didn’t quite finish it you wouldn’t be successful. But if 
one time you went a quarter of the way and the next time you went half way you 
would be successful. 
Mike added, “We would celebrate because we did it. Like in Island Escape we got 
everybody across and we were like yeah!” 
Students self assessed themselves as members of the group by how they 
contributed to the group’s success. Students believed that they contributed to the group’s 
success by helping other members in their group. Examples of student comments 
included, “As an individual you sort of assess how you helped out the group and how you 
made the group better” [Tricia], “Because all the other teammates would probably make 
it and that way I would know that I helped them like on the Island Escape or then I pulled 
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them in and if we made it through that shows that I helped” [Jack], “I helped people, like 
in Plunger Ball I held the poles and I pushed people that needed to be pushed” [Mark]. 
In summary, the students in the obstacle and challenge unit did not perceive that 
the teachers were assessing them on how well they worked together and less than half 
perceived that they were being assessed on how they solved the challenges. This created 
a misalignment between what the students believed they were being assessed on and what 
the teachers held as goals. The effect of the misalignment was minimized to a certain 
extent because the students assessed their own performance by deciding how well they 
helped others (working together) and if their group completed the challenge. 
Ecological Synergy of the Program of Action 
Overall in both units the three task systems interacted in a synergetic manner to 
create a robust program of action. This synergy was created through the order established 
by the interaction of management, instruction, and the inclusive nature of the social 
participation of the students. 
The first component of this synergy was the process of establishing and 
maintaining order. Field notes indicated that these teachers had established rules, 
routines, and expectations for maintaining order and supporting social participation. First, 
the rules in the classroom were general such as respecting others and playing by the rules 
and also specific to each unit of instruction. Rules for safety were paramount in both 
units. Field notes indicated that in the fitness unit teachers reinforced safety while the 
students performed the fitness tests. For example, during the trunk flexibility test Mr. Fit 
stated, “Do it very slowly and controlled. I don’t want to see anybody jerking where you 
can get injured.” In the obstacle and challenge unit the teachers reinforced safety rules 
such as no running between stations and always walking behind a group that is working. 
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Second the classroom had established routines such as entering and leaving the 
gymnasium as well as the format of the lesson. For example, the students entered the 
gymnasium and sat in the same area at the beginning of class. The lesson format 
consisted of an introduction, question and answer, performing the activities, and some 
type of closure. During the closure the students were always brought together in the same 
place that they began class and afterward lined up and filed out with their classroom 
teacher. 
Field notes also indicated that the teachers held strong expectations for social 
participation, which included all students. Ms. Adventure commented on the expectation 
for participation when she stated, “I think we stress to them (students) that participation is 
a big key for us. Just coming in and giving it a shot and trying something is a plus for us.” 
The second component of the synergetic nature of the program of action was the 
manner in which instruction was delivered. For example, in both units the instruction was 
very student centered. Instructional tasks were directed by the students in the fitness unit 
through peer assessments and through individual and group problem solving in the 
obstacle and challenge unit. 
The teachers were intentional in designing instruction that was more student 
centered. When discussing the obstacle and challenge unit, Mr. Fit said, “It is a less 
directive approach to teaching. There is more that the kids are picking up from the task 
cards and working as a group. The teachers are more facilitators.” Ms. Adventure 
commented on how instruction was more student centered in the fitness unit. She stated, 
“When they peer assess they are trying to help their partner learn something or correct 
something they are not doing. So they are almost like another teacher for us.” 
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The final component of the synergetic nature of the program of action involves 
the student social system. The student social system consisted of several student 
interactions and was shaped by the rules for social participation that were established in 
both units. Many of the student interactions in the fitness unit occurred during the peer 
assessment. Both teachers believed that student interactions were a powerful force 
because they believed that it improved the teaching-learning process. For example, Ms. 
Adventure saw the power of student interactions in building relationships. She stated, “I 
think that peer assessment makes for a better working relationship with the kids. They 
can learn how to assess each other and give feedback to each other.” She commented 
further on how this student interaction helps the students with their learning. She stated, 
“I think it (peer assessment) helps them with their learning because they have to make 
suggestions to their peers and they have to think about what they are giving the 
assessment on and make sure they give the right terminology or whatever it might be.” 
Mr. Fit also commented on the power of student interaction when he stated, “Any kind of 
reciprocal learning or group interaction where we can watch the kids interact works 
pretty well.” 
Field notes supported the teachers’ contentions about the value of student 
interaction that came through the peer assessment in the fitness unit. In Lesson 3 the 
students peer assessed each other on their form in the Fitness Gram tests. The assessment 
for each test was a written assessment with detailed criteria about form and how to score 
their partner. Throughout this lesson the students were reinforcing form (i.e., technique) 
with their partners. For example, Jon said to his partner, “Starting position is correct, curl 
up position correct.” Nonverbal feedback as well as verbal feedback was evident among 
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the students in their peer interactions such as a thumbs up, cheering for their friends, and 
clapping. 
Student perceptions of their interactions in the fitness unit also centered on the 
peer assessments. Elizabeth stated, “I like that we do the assessments with other people, 
not just the teacher doing it one by one. Like you can have a friend do it.” Jill added 
further support when she commented, “ I liked grading the curl ups and push ups, it’s 
fun.” 
Student interaction in the obstacle and challenges unit was a goal that the teachers 
held for the unit. The teachers again perceived the power student interactions had in 
improving the teaching-learning process. Both teachers commented positively about 
student interaction in the unit. For example, Ms. Adventure stated, “We felt that there 
was more participation and it was a good way for the kids to interact with each other. I 
liked the way the groups worked together to try to come up with the solutions.” Mr. Fit 
said, “I think a lot of times the success in a group challenge like that isn’t always being 
able to achieve whatever the goal is, but it is how they go about it. How the kids interact 
with each other, how they can work out any differences or any problems, and so I think 
we saw a lot of that. The kids wouldn’t necessarily know this, but for us as teachers we 
saw some good interaction going on. They were sacrificing and having to do certain 
things with their group in order to try and make the task work and even if they didn’t 
succeed at the task they still were interacting in ways that we wanted to see.” 
Students viewed their interactions in the obstacle and challenge unit in three 
ways. First they were aware of a negative side of student interaction that created tension 
in the group. Todd provided an example of this tension when he stated, “There are some 
people who were sort of acting like they were in charge and that they made all the 
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decisions. Then there were some people who weren’t doing anything.” Peter stated, 
“Some people did not help out because they were bragging or boasting or telling 
everybody what to do.” Robyn added, ’’Well if like someone was stuck I would explain it 
and not scream at them.” 
Secondly, students perceived their interactions positively in that through those 
interactions they got to decide how to solve the challenges, which empowered them. For 
example, Tricia stated, “It gives you independence and you will never really learn that 
you need to solve something if somebody is always giving you instructions.” Mike 
supported Tricia when he commented, “I like not having to get told what to do on it. It 
makes me more responsible.” 
Finally, students viewed their interactions as essential to solving the challenges. 
All of the students commented that they had to cooperate and work together. Comments 
such as, “We had to work as a team and everybody had to do something because if they 
didn’t do something then they may complain and mess everybody up. You wouldn’t 
complete it without one person” [Lucie], “We had to work together and listen to each 
other and their ideas and stuff to get across or finish the challenge” [Peter], “Work 
together and think or try to figure out how to do it” [Jacob], and, “We all had to have a 
plan and we all had to agree with that plan” [Tricia] were typical student responses. 
Overall the teachers were skillful in delivering instruction through tasks that were 
supported by their ability to maintain order and the social participation of students. Their 
capacity to direct the program of action through the synergy of the three task systems 
created a blending of the task systems into a configuration that made it difficult to discern 
one task system from another and resulted in academic work being completed. 
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This blending of the three task systems facilitated the teachers’ ability to 
implement activities and assessments that matched their learning goals to some degree. 
Although there were no summative assessments of student learning in these two units, it 
is apparent that the teachers and students perceived that learning did occur that matched 
the goals the teachers held for the units. Nonetheless, without this blending, the program 
of action would not have been as robust and the learning outcomes identified by the 
teachers would not have been achieved to the extent that they were. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine students’ and teachers’ perceptions of 
instructional alignment in two different units of instruction. This was the first study to 
move instructional alignment beyond a descriptive account (Ward, 1999) to providing 
details about all of the components of instructional alignment and also examining the 
perceptions of both teachers and students. 
Often the instruction experienced by the learners may be different from the 
intended instruction or the instruction may not be understood or perceived by the learners 
(Wittrock, 1986). There may be several reasons why this is true. Results from this study 
suggest two possible reasons that may account for this phenomenon. First, the teachers in 
these two units held similar goals, but also held separate individual goals. In the fitness 
unit the teachers held two similar goals; nonetheless, the goal of students embracing 
fitness as a lifetime pursuit was never directly conveyed to the students. 
The fact that one of the teachers’ goals were never directly conveyed to the 
% 
students resulted in a lack of congruence between the teachers’ stated goals and enacted 
goals. This lack of congruence may have resulted in the students reporting that they had 
only learned what the aspects of fitness were, not that fitness was a lifetime pursuit. 
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The misalignment created by the teachers holding different goals in the obstacle 
and challenge unit was significant because the students interviewed reported that they had 
not learned what the teachers held as common goals. In fact they reported that their 
learning was in line with the teachers’ individual sub goals. The lack of agreement on 
unit goals by the teachers resulted in the students perceiving that their learning was more 
in line with management goals rather than the instructional goals held by the teachers. 
Secondly, since the teachers graded students on the basis of effort, participation 
and following the rules, the students may have viewed these as their teachers’ purposes of 
instruction and as their reasons behind the activities. Even though the teachers did appear 
to gain knowledge about what the students accomplished in both units through 
assessment, the lack of formal accountability that tied those assessments to a grade gave 
the students a false impression of what the teachers held as goals for both units. This 
suggests that teachers should not only be explicit about the goals of the unit, but also 
should assess students on their achievement of those goals and link that achievement to a 
grade. 
One way that teachers can be explicit about the goals of a unit is to use 
assessments that are summative as well as formative in nature. Using the assessments in 
grading as formal accountability not only informs the students of the teacher’s purposes 
of instruction, but also propels the program of action in a positive direction, which in the 
end results in the achievement of learning outcomes. 
While it is important to examine how students interpret the content presented by 
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the teacher, it is also important to examine how they interact with the assigned tasks in 
the social environment of the classroom (Doyle, 1978). The interaction of the task 
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systems had an impact on student perceptions in both units; even so, the student social 
task system may have had a greater impact on student perspectives. 
The student interactions that are part of the student social system supported the 
order that existed in the classroom. The order facilitated a momentum that kept the lesson 
moving forward at a consistent pace. As a result the instruction experienced by the 
learners was enhanced and more congruent to the teachers’ intended instruction. This 
supports the findings of Carlson and Hastie (1997) in that results from both studies 
provide evidence that through social interaction students do learn objectives that are held 
by their teachers. 
In contrast to Allen’s (1986) study, which indicated socializing was a major 
student priority while student learning was important only in conjunction with passing the 
class, results from this study indicate that socializing foregrounded student learning. 
Students still had “fun”, but emphasized that they did learn through working together to 
assess their fitness level and to solve the challenges. 
In conclusion, there appears to be a strong relationship among teachers’ goals, 
instruction, learning activities, assessment, management, and student interaction that 
strongly influences students’ perceptions of the teaching-learning process. The interaction 
among the three task systems that promotes the program of action was strengthened 
because the students’ social agenda was incorporated within the managerial and 
instructional task systems. In both of these units these teachers were able to set up 
learning opportunities that empowered students to be responsible for their own learning. 
These students directed their own learning and engaged in learning activities that not only 
promoted instructional alignment within the units but also strengthened the program of 
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action so that students perceived that they had achieved the learning outcomes for the 
units. 
Future research on the topic of instructional alignment is necessary given the lack 
of knowledge about its role in physical education. First, it seems imperative that we 
continue to gain a greater understanding of teachers’ and students’ conceptions of 
instructional alignment and the role that assessment plays in the alignment process. It 
would also be helpful to understand the conceptions held by teacher educators in physical 
education about instructional alignment and how assessment should be tied to the 
instructional process. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Standards based reforms are in the forefront of education today and national 
standards have been written in each subject area (e.g., NCTM Standards, 2000 for math; 
NSES Standards, 1995 for science). Physical education has not been left behind in the 
reform process, having its own national standards (National Association for Sport and 
Physical Education, 1995) and many individual states such as Massachusetts and New 
York have also developed standards. 
Both NASPE and individual state standards address what students should know, 
understand, and be able to do. Nevertheless, the key to becoming competent in the 
standards is designing instruction that will ensure student learning. The instructional 
strategies implemented to design instruction should facilitate student learning so that each 
individual student attains a measurable level of competency in the standards. 
Learning occurs most readily when tasks to be learned are the same ones that are 
taught and ultimately measured (Tannehill, 2001). Cohen (1987) refers to this 
instructional process as instructional alignment. Instructional alignment is described as 
the extent to which stimulus conditions match among three instructional components: 
intended outcomes, instructional processes, and instructional assessment (Cohen, 1987). 
In other words, instructional alignment requires a match among goals, practice, and 
testing (Siedentop & Tannehill, 2000). 
Cohen (1987) emphasized the clear connection between instructional alignment 
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and learning outcomes when he wrote: “The fundamental issue is: What’s worth 
teaching? This is the same question as: What’s worth assessing?” 
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These two questions are answered broadly by the national and state standards. 
Articulation with the national and state standards is made easier when creating local 
curriculums. The standards also provide teachers with knowledge of what skills a 
physically educated person should possess and allow teachers to align their instruction. 
Instructional alignment is specific to an individual unit or lesson that occurs in a 
classroom. The alignment is context specific because each classroom presents a different 
context that has its own dual directional interaction between the teacher and students. 
This dual directional interaction that occurs in a classroom creates a classroom ecology. 
The ecology of physical education is composed of three task systems: (a) 
instructional task system, (b) managerial task system, and (c) student social system. The 
instructional task system constitutes all the learning tasks that a teacher asks students to 
perform (Siedentop, 1988). The managerial task system helps to establish order in a 
classroom. A minimal level of order is necessary for instruction to occur and to sustain 
student attention (Doyle, 1986). Student attention is attained through both the managerial 
task system and the student social system. The student social system is typically arranged 
and directed by the students rather than the teacher (Jones, 1992; Carlson & Hastie, 
1997). The students’ agenda in the classroom generally has two goals: (a) to socialize and 
have fun and (b) to achieve a passing grade while performing a minimal amount of work 
(Allen, 1986). 
In addition to the task systems four other related concepts are important in the 
ecological framework. First, accountability is necessary because it drives the instructional 
task system and without accountability the task system may be suspended (Doyle, 1983). 
Second, ambiguity is related to the degree of explicitness in tasks. A fully explicit task 
defines the conditions students are to perform under, the performance expected, some 
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standard by which to judge the performance, and the consequences for performance 
(Alexander, 1982). Researchers have found that instructional tasks are seldom described 
in fully explicit terms (Alexander, 1982; Hook & Tannehill, 1995; Jones, 1992). 
Third, risk refers to the stringency of the evaluative criteria a teacher uses and the 
likelihood that these criteria can be met on a given occasion (Doyle, 1979; Siedentop, 
1988) . The interaction between the ambiguity of the task, task difficulty, and the level of 
accountability for the task influences the degree of risk. Fourth, task boundaries describe 
the extent of how loosely or tightly the task is defined (Siedentop, 1988). Researchers 
have found that students learn to operate within a range of acceptable physical responses, 
determined by the teacher’s level of supervision (Jones, 1992). 
Student responses to task demands are varied and include being on task, 
modifying the stated task to be either more or less difficult, engaging in off-task behavior, 
or acting as a competent bystander (Jones, 1992; Marks, 1989; Son, 1989; Tousignant & 
Siedentop, 1983). Differences in task modification have been observed between high and 
low skilled students in that high skilled students modify tasks upward and the lesser 
skilled students were either on task or modified the task downward (Jones, 1992; Son, 
1989) . 
The latter concepts help us to understand how tasks develop within the three 
intertwined task systems that interact together to execute the program of action (POA). 
The POA is embedded in activities teachers and students enact together as they 
accomplish academic work; it has direction and energy, which determines appropriate 
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behaviors for students during different instructional contexts and pulls classroom events 
toward their completion (Doyle, 1986). 
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Instructional alignment supports the POA in that they both lead to learning 
outcomes being met and academic work being accomplished. The impact that 
instructional alignment may have on the ecology of a classroom could be significant. 
Evidence suggests that well aligned instruction produces achievement results that are two 
to three times stronger than results of nonaligned instruction (Cohen, 1987). For example, 
in a study that tested the alignment effect Kozcor (1984) delivered six fourth grade 
lessons to 25 high achievers. Individual lessons had no relationship to each other; the 
purpose of the six lessons was to test the alignment effect with different fourth-grade 
skills. 
In one lesson Kozcor used a paired associate technique that taught how to write 
Arabic numerals for designated Roman numerals. In the instruction, the Arabic was 
always written after the Roman numerals. Immediately after the lesson, students received 
a posttest. One group’s posttest was aligned in a manner that the Arabic was always 
written after the Roman numerals. The misaligned treatment group received a test in 
which the Arabic numeral came first, and the student had to write the Roman numeral. 
This misalignment accounted for a 40% difference in posttest raw scores that favored the 
aligned post test. 
Limited instructional alignment research has occurred in physical education. The 
lack of research may be because an apparent disjuncture exists among physical education 
teachers’ beliefs, practices, and the outcomes of instruction. Another aspect of this 
division may be attributed to some teachers’ inability to communicate learning goals in a 
clear and concise manner (Cothran & Ennis, 1998). Physical education teachers are often 
unaware of the lack of instructional alignment because they seldom assess the outcomes 
of their instruction (Ward, Doutis, & Evans, 1999). 
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The lack of assessment in physical education has resulted in many teachers 
misaligning what they teach. Part of the misalignment of instruction in physical education 
can be attributed to the dichotomization of teaching and assessing (Cohen, 1987). Other 
reasons for the lack of assessment in physical education include overcrowded classrooms, 
limited class time, and lack of expertise in assessment (Hensley, 1990; Lund, 1993). 
The lack of assessment in physical education to hold students accountable for 
completing work and to measure student learning impedes our opportunities to try and 
understand instructional alignment in physical education. Instructional alignment has 
been described in physical education to some degree in the Saber-Tooth Project (Ward, 
1999). This research examined two middle school units of instruction. Researchers found 
that in these lacrosse and pickle ball units the POA and assessment strategies the teachers 
used were congruent with the goals of the project, thus demonstrating instructional 
alignment (Ward, Barrett, Evans, Doutis, Nguyen, & Johnson, 1999; Evans, Nguyen, 
Barrett, Johnson, Doutis, Brobst, & Shinoda, 1999). 
In the Saber-Tooth Project instructional alignment was examined from an overall 
curricular perspective. The teachers that participated in the Saber-Tooth project were 
given assistance in curriculum planning with the intent of matching their teaching goals 
to the curriculum. While results provided an overview of the ecology and instructional 
alignment in both units, several aspects of the ecology and specifics about instructional 
alignment were not provided. Therefore the findings gleaned from the Saber-Tooth 
Project do not provide the detail needed to better understand instructional alignment in 
% 
physical education. 
Currently there is a national focus on youth fitness levels and obesity (Surgeon 
General’s Report, 1996; Healthy People 2010,2000). These reports emphasize the 
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importance of increased physical activity among youth and its role in decreasing the 
obesity epidemic that is occurring in our country (U.S. Obesity Trends, 2002). Since 
childhood is a pivotal time for establishing lifetime activity habits that help in preventing 
sedentary behavior among adults, physical education units that have a fitness focus are 
critical to increasing children’s physical activity and maintaining the habit of physical 
activity as they mature into adulthood. Research indicates that physical education can be 
a major factor in getting students to be physically active (McKenzie, Alcarez, & Sallis, 
1994; Sarkin, McKenzie, & Sallis, 1997). Promoting physical activity and fitness should 
be a key component of the physical education curriculum in trying to reach the goal of 
increasing physical activity in youth. 
Fitness is a unit that is commonly taught because the benefits of moderate to 
vigorous physical activity have been noted by several organizations such as the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC has published several reports (e.g.. 
Surgeon General’s Report, 1996) indicating the benefits of moderate to vigorous physical 
activity for youth. This report lists increasing physical activity levels for youth as a 
central goal. The premise for this goal is based on evidence that lack of physical activity 
and physical fitness lead to several health risks including coronary heart disease 
(Bouchard, Shephard, & Stephens, 1993). 
Gaining a better understanding of how instructional alignment operates in a 
fitness unit may lead to an improved teaching-learning process in which the teachers’ 
instruction is aligned in a manner that optimizes student learning. Perhaps then a fitness 
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unit can be more effective and make strides toward increasing students’ physical activity 
and decreasing the risk of developing chronic disease. 
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The Saber Tooth Project (Ward, 1999) was a good start in the examination of 
instructional alignment in middle school physical education. Nonetheless since that 
project was occurred at the middle school level, instructional alignment at the elementary 
level still needs to be investigated. Since increasing physical activity and improving 
physical fitness begins early in life it makes sense to examine instructional alignment in a 
fitness unit as early as possible in students’ school experiences at the elementary level. In 
consideration of this and the lack of research data now available about instructional 
alignment in physical education, the purpose of the study was to describe what 
instructional alignment looks like in ecological terms in an elementary fitness unit. 
Methods 
Setting and Participants 
The study was conducted in a suburban elementary school located in the Western 
part of Massachusetts. The physical education teachers at the elementary school and their 
district colleagues had recently spent time matching their curriculum with the 
Massachusetts State Health Curriculum Framework (1999) of which physical education is 
a part. Through this curricular revision process the teachers not only emphasized goals 
and activities, but also focused on assessment. This was important in site selection 
because in order to study instructional alignment I had to be assured that assessment was 
present in the physical education program that I studied. 
Far Elementary School. Far Elementary School housed 496 students ranging from 
pre-K to fourth grade. Students in the elementary school were similar in both social class 
(upper class) and ethnicity (Caucasian). The affluent suburb in which the school was 
located had some of the highest Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment Test scores 
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(high stakes statewide testing at the 4th, 8th, and 10th grade levels with high school 
graduation contingent on passing scores on the 10th grade version) in the state. 
Entry to the site included gaining district approval from the superintendent as well 
as 100% consent to participate from teachers, students, and their parents. All participants 
signed written consent that explained the study in detail. In addition, participants were 
informed in this document that pseudonyms were to be used throughout this paper to 
protect their anonymity. 
Far Elementary School participants included an intact class of 24 fourth grade 
students (12 females; 12 males), all Caucasian. Participants also included two physical 
education teachers who turn taught the fourth grade class. Amy (21 years experience) 
taught on Monday and Paul (12 years experience) taught on Wednesday. Amy and Paul 
were the only physical education teachers at Far Elementary School. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected over a four-week period in four ways: (a) video tape record of 
each lesson, (b) live observation field notes and expanded field notes from the video tape, 
(c) interviews with the teachers, and (d) documents. The majority of the results in the 
study were drawn from field notes and documents. 
Data collection began with an observation period in which rapport was developed 
with the teachers and students. The goal of this observation period was to allow the 
researcher to become part of the fabric of the class and to reduce researcher influence on 
the students as they became more comfortable with having an observer in their 
classroom. 
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Data were collected over the course of a six-lesson physical fitness unit. Each 
lesson was 40 minutes in duration and the class met twice a week. The lessons focused on 
different aspects of physical fitness and how to test those fitness aspects (see Table 1). 
Field Notes and Observations. Field notes, used to gather data specifically on 
instructional alignment and the ecology of the classroom, were written during and 
immediately after each observation. Each lesson was video taped to obtain a visual record 
of the lesson to support the field notes and also provide an accurate record of the 
classroom events. In each video taped lesson the teacher wore a wireless microphone to 
enhance vocal clarity. 
Observational data included both descriptive and reflective notes from observing 
the physical fitness unit. Descriptive notes focused on events that occurred in the 
gymnasium, particularly in regard to the ecology and its relationship to instructional 
alignment. Ongoing journaling chronicled the researcher’s thoughts about the research 
project, including biases held about instructional alignment and assessment in an attempt 
to accurately report if instructional alignment existed and if it did to provide a description 
of it. 
Document Data. Document data in the form of sample assessments, worksheets, 
and district curricula were also collected to ensure triangulation. The document data were 
used to support field note observations in providing a description of instructional 
alignment that existed in the fitness unit. 
Data Analysis 
Data analysis was ongoing throughout the data collection process. 
Audio portions of recorded videotapes were transcribed and used to support field notes 
taken during live observations. All field notes were type written and inductively analyzed 
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using Doyle’s (1979) ecological model and Cohen’s (1987) model of instructional 
alignment as guides as well as staying open to new categories and ideas not included in 
Cohen or Doyle. 
Aspects of the ecology were systematically coded from video tape and field notes. 
Coding from field notes was essential for some aspects such as task congruence since I 
was trying to get a sense of the overall class congruence, not only specific students. Field 
notes provided details about task congruence that were not captured on videotape. As a 
result of the systematic coding, descriptive statistics were calculated for specific aspects 
of the ecological framework that were observed in each lesson. 
For the field note data analysis the researcher responded to either verbal or 
nonverbal cues, such as specific assessments (e.g. checklists, graphing) and learning 
activities presented to students. Specific aspects of the classroom ecology such as 
accountability, explicitness, task boundaries, and task congruency were also noted. From 
this analysis the field notes were then excerpted into small meaningful units that 
demonstrated aspects of the classroom ecology and placed into charts as intermediate 
data products. 
Interobserver Agreement. Training for interobserver agreement occurred through 
the use of videotapes and continued until reliability was established. Interobserver 
reliability was calculated by using the interval recording method (van der Mars, 1989). In 
this study 33% of the total observations, equivalent to four halves of four different 
lessons, were coded to establish interobserver agreement. The range of agreement 
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percentages across categories was 83% (task type) to 100% (explicitness). Average 
interobserver agreement for all categories was 91.1%. 
96 
Data Trustworthiness. Data trustworthiness was established in three ways. First, 
triangulation was ensured through field note observations, document data such as district 
curricula, and assessments. Second, particular care was taken to search the data for 
negative cases that could serve to disprove an emerging category or theme or to provide 
an alternative perspective. Third, member checks were conducted in which each teacher 
received interview transcripts and had the opportunity to discuss any aspect with the 
researcher to clarify or add emphasis to any point they had made (Merriam, 2001). 
Results 
Results will be reported in five sections: (a) a lesson profile with an overview of 
how lessons were aligned among the Massachusetts framework, curricular goals, and 
teachers’ stated goals, (b) instructional alignment was supported by classroom order, the 
rules for social participation, and the student social system, (c) instructional alignment 
and the instructional task system, (d) instructional alignment and accountability, (c) 
reasonably strong but not optimal instructional alignment existed. 
Lesson Profile 
Each lesson began with the students filing into class and sitting in the center of 
the gymnasium. The teacher greeted the class and stated the fitness focus, then used 
question and answer to deliver content about the fitness aspect that was the focus for that 
day. The question and answer session was followed by an explanation of the learning 
activities and then the students participated in the activities. At the end of the class the 
teacher brought the students back into the center of the gymnasium and engaged them in 
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another question and answer session about the fitness focus. The students were then 
dismissed and left the gymnasium with their classroom teacher. 
97 
The teachers’ stated goals for the unit were in line with the local 4th grade 
curriculum and the Massachusetts Framework (Table 2). The goals emphasized 
understanding the benefits of physical fitness, understanding the components of fitness 
and the changes that result in an individual’s body as a result of participation in physical 
activities. 
Instructional Alignment was Supported bv the Managerial Task System and the Student 
Social System 
The managerial system helped to maintain order by setting rules for social 
participation. The teachers’ use of rules, routines and expectations created a learning 
environment in which students were aware of the behavioral expectations as well as the 
expectation for participation. The rules, routines and expectations within the unit and 
throughout the entire physical education program provided a frame from which to deal 
with the several managerial episodes that occurred in the unit. 
Managerial episodes consisted of transitions, equipment set up, and behavior 
management of groups and individual students. Field note data indicated that transitions 
were fairly quick and smooth. Equipment was set up in advance for every class. All 
materials and equipment a student may have needed in a lesson such as worksheets, 
assessments, and pencils were laid out in advance. Behavior management consisted of the 
teacher verbally desisting a student or a small group of students for not listening or 
distracting other students. For example, in Lesson 2 the teacher split up a small group of 
boys for being disruptive and not paying attention. In Lesson 5, several boys were not 
listening and the teacher verbally reprimanded them for not listening and then reiterated 
what they should be doing. 
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The teachers also spoke with students about inappropriate behavior such as not 
following the rules, not listening and/or engaging in unsafe behavior. For example, when 
students were running and a student knocked over a cone that was marking the running 
track, the teacher stated, “Chris, you need to fix that cone!” There were several 
interactions such as this where the teacher simply asked the student to correct their 
behavior. The existence and enforcement of rules and routines along with the student 
social system supported the instructional alignment present in the unit. 
The student social system interacted with the managerial system in a way that the 
students themselves had a part in strengthening the instructional alignment that existed in 
the unit. This was accomplished through the students being responsible for conducting 
peer assessments throughout the unit. The students were able to perform the assessments 
largely due to the explicit nature of the tasks combined with narrow and consistent task 
boundaries that were provided by the teachers. 
Throughout the unit students interacted verbally with each other during the 
assessments in a way that encouraged the students to do their best. These verbal 
interactions often took the form of encouraging statements. For example, in Lesson 4 a 
group of students were cheering a fellow group member on in the Pacer test by yelling, 
“Yeah! You go, girl!” Students also showed support for their classmates throughout the 
unit by clapping and cheering loudly for their friends and classmates during the 
performance of various fitness testing activities. 
Instructional Alignment and the Instructional Task System 
In the instructional task system, 69 tasks were coded throughout the six lessons. 
Across the six lessons task statements were either fully explicit (70%) or partially explicit 
(30%). An example of a fully explicit task was, “Find your pulse on your neck or wrist, 
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take your pulse for six seconds, and add a zero. Go. Take the score and add a zero.” Later 
in the lesson the use of the phrase “Find your pulse, go” also communicated the task 
completely but only needed to be used to prompt students because taking their pulse 
became a routine task. 
Tasks in Lessons 3 and 4 were fully explicit, many of them repeated in a station 
format. In Lesson 3 students practiced fitness test items with an emphasis on their form in 
performing the test. In Lesson 4, the students performed the Pacer test rotating through 
the roles of assessor, recorder, and test taker. There was no variation in the task statement 
because it was made once at the beginning of the lesson and then the students switched 
activities on the teacher’s command. 
The majority of the tasks in the fitness unit were application tasks and routine 
tasks (both 29%, see Table 3). Application tasks occur when the teacher introduces a task 
that has a competitive, self-testing, or performance focus (Rink, 2002). Most of the 
application tasks involved the students taking their heart rate, which is a self-test, and 
then recording it on a worksheet or graph. Heart rate monitoring also accounted for the 
majority of the routine tasks. After the students were taught to take their heart rate, each 
successive heart rate after that became a routine task. 
Next most frequent after application and routine tasks were informing tasks 
(23%). An informing task is when the teacher names, defines, or describes a skill or 
movement with no focus other than to do the task. An example of an informing task in 
Lesson 3 was when the teacher described the peer assessment and said, “At each station 
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you will see a crate with papers in it. You will get a pencil with a partner and you will go 
through the station basically checking to see if your partner is doing the exercise 
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correctly. If they do it correctly give them a check. If they do it incorrectly then you can 
help them and don’t give them a check so next time they know what to do.” 
The remaining categories of extending (10%) and refining tasks (9%) made up the 
rest of the instructional tasks. For example one teacher increased or decreased the speed 
of movement in an effort to demonstrate how an individual’s heart rate changed with 
changes in intensity. In another instance a refining task was when students were 
instructed to focus on student form while performing a fitness test. 
Overall task boundaries in the fitness unit were narrow and consistent. The tasks 
with narrow and consistent task boundaries were explicit and accountability was present 
and applied in a consistent manner. For the 69 tasks analyzed, 65% had narrow and 
consistent boundaries. An example of a task with narrow and consistent task boundaries 
was when the teacher was explaining how to do the push up test. He stated, “You can lie 
on the mat before we start but when the woman comes on the audio and says now we will 
begin the push up test, you need to be in the up position because she will say down. Get 
ready to go down when she says down.” This task was reinforced with strong 
accountability in the form of teacher monitoring as well as peer assessment. 
Loose task boundaries were observed in 35% of the tasks. These tasks were 
ambiguous and accountability was loose, inconsistent, or both. An example of loose task 
boundaries in Lesson 1 was this stated task by the teacher: “Now we are going to stand 
up and walk around the track. We are going to walk for warm up.” This task was not 
explicit, although it contained an outcome (to walk), and a situation (to walk on the 
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track), it lacked any criterion in terms of form or product. 
Overall there was a high degree of task congruence in instructional tasks in which 
the teacher stated tasks matched the actual tasks students performed. Task congruence 
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was observed in 78% of the 69 instructional tasks coded, while 22% of the tasks were 
modified. These modifications were either the student modifying the task down (20%), 
modifying the task up (40%) or the student going off task and engaging in off task 
behavior (40%). 
Instructional Alignment and Accountability 
Observations and field notes indicated that accountability was linked to the 
instructional system. This accountability was informal in that it was not linked to 
students’ grades. The most prevalent form of accountability used was monitoring (75%). 
Several types of monitoring were used, but the most common was monitoring for off task 
behavior in which the teacher was monitoring the class to prevent off task behavior, but 
not providing skill related feedback (see Table 4). 
Active supervision was the other type of accountability present in the unit (Table 
4). Active supervision was when the teacher was monitoring and providing skill related 
feedback to individual students or small groups. In addition to skill related feedback, the 
teacher also stayed and monitored follow up attempts to make sure the students 
implemented corrections. An example of active supervision in Lesson 3 was when the 
students were performing the trunk lift and the teacher said, “Just make sure they are 
looking down not up at the ceiling. Feet down, hands under the thighs. Check her hands 
Sherry. Good form, that’s good.” He watched the student perform the task then stated, 
“Good Sherry. Make sure they are looking down at the mat and not up at the ceiling.” 
Assessment in combination with monitoring and active supervision strengthened 
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the accountability in the unit. These assessments (see Table 5) were formative in nature 
and helped the teacher monitor student progress toward learning outcomes; these 
assessments, however, were not linked to students’ grades. 
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Reasonably Strong, but Not Optimal Instructional Alignment Existed 
According to Cohen (1987), for instructional alignment to be optimal, the 
criterion assessment and the learning outcome must be the same. A criterion assessment 
by definition is a standard by which something is judged. This implies that the 
assessment is summative because it involves making a judgment based on the assessment 
to systematically determine the extent to which the learning outcomes have been met 
(Veal, 1988a). 
The lack of formal accountability linked to student grades created a misalignment 
in the unit because the teachers failed to evaluate each student’s attainment of the 
learning outcomes. Although the teachers used question and answer to assess the 
understanding of some students in the group, students were not individually evaluated on 
their understanding of fitness concepts, fitness test scores, or their understanding of heart 
rate response to exercise, which were goals for the unit. Instead, students were evaluated 
on their effort and participation. Amy described the teachers’ grading when she stated, 
Our report card system is based on effort and students’ achievement. You get a 
letter grade of S (Superior), A (Appropriate), or N (Needs improvement). They also get a 
number grade of 1-4. One is your skill level is outstanding, 2 is a little bit above average, 
3 is basically average, and 4 is like we have problems. Their grades overall in physical 
education are based largely on participation and effort in the class. 
Although the teachers give a grade based on achievement, there was no evidence 
that they individually measured students on the learning outcomes to determine their 
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achievement. One teacher elaborated on why they did not measure achievement in the 
fitness unit. He stated, “We do not bring fitness in as part of the students’ grades because 
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we don’t want the kids to think being healthy or unhealthy has an effect on student 
grades.” 
Another instance during an observation reaffirmed this misalignment. At the end 
of Lesson 4 the teacher said, 
“Remember this (fitness testing) does not affect your physical education grade. 
Fitness testing is a way for you to see where your fitness level is. We don’t use fitness 
testing for your grade.” After this statement a student asked “Why?” The teacher replied, 
“I mean it is part of physical education but just because you don’t do well in fitness won’t 
affect your grade. There are lots of things that go into your grade.” 
All assessments used in the unit were formative in that they provided a broad 
picture of student achievement throughout the unit and were beneficial in giving the 
teachers a general view of student understanding but did not evaluate each individual 
student’s achievement. Since summative assessment was lacking and the formative 
assessments served as informal accountability because they were not linked to a grade, 
there was less risk for the students and the ecology of the unit was more casual than 
robust. 
At times, however, the ecology was more robust. For instance, although the 
teachers did not link fitness test scores to student grades, the students still considered 
fitness measures as “tests” that were important in their achievement in physical 
education. This was evident in the exchange that was described earlier when the students 
wondered out loud why the fitness tests did not count toward their grades. 
The instructional alignment in the unit was characterized by a high degree of task 
explicitness, task congruence, and narrow task boundaries to support the instructional 
alignment; even though less than optimal instructional alignment was present because the 
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teachers did not implement any criterion assessments directly equivalent to learning 
outcomes. Instructional alignment would have been optimized and perhaps the learning 
vector made even stronger if the criterion assessment had been the same as the learning 
outcome in addition to the high task explicitness, strong and narrow task boundaries, and 
strong task congruence that supported instructional alignment. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to describe instructional alignment in an elementary 
fitness unit in ecological terms. Previous research has described instructional alignment at 
the middle school level in terms of the program of action and assessment strategies the 
teachers were using as being congruent with the goals of the project (Ward, et al., 1999; 
Evans, et al., 1999). The findings of this study extend previous research to the elementary 
level by providing a detailed description in ecological terms and suggesting that the 
strength of instructional alignment may vary within units of instruction. 
From an ecological perspective, within the instructional task system several 
findings that differ from previous research may indicate how instructional alignment 
could influence the teaching-learning process. For example, in this study 29% of the tasks 
were application tasks in which students got the opportunity to apply what they were 
learning in a self testing and or performance format (Rink, 2002). The number of 
application tasks is significant when compared to another ecological study of an 
elementary level fitness unit (Jones, 1992). There were no application tasks present in 
that study of a 5th grade fitness unit. In addition, compared to the Jones study, in the Far 
Elementary School fitness unit there were three times more refining tasks but only one- 
half the number of extending tasks present. 
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Differences in task type in the two studies may be salient in trying to understand 
the impact of instructional alignment on the classroom ecology. Perhaps the greater 
number of application tasks and refining tasks could be attributed to the reasonably 
strong instructional alignment that existed in the Far Elementary unit. 
Jones (1992) reported that accountability was hard to analyze. She did report that 
less formal accountability was evident, although there was no mention of assessment as 
part of the observed accountability. Since formative assessment was a large aspect of the 
Far Elementary unit, it may have been a factor in the number of application and 
refinement tasks delivered in instruction. More of these tasks may have been delivered to 
students because the teachers used these tasks as both assessments and learning activities 
to facilitate student achievement of the learning outcomes, thus demonstrating a key 
component of instructional alignment. 
The second way that this study extends the knowledge base is that it identified 
reasonably strong but not quite optimal instructional alignment in the fitness unit at Far 
Elementary School. Although this unit had a high degree of task explicitness, task 
congruence, and tight task boundaries, instructional alignment was not optimized due to 
the lack of a criterion assessment of the learning outcome for each individual student. 
Research in classrooms has shown that while a performance grade exchange exists for 
attendance, the primary grade exchange is for instructional tasks to be successfully 
completed and measured in terms of tests and assignments (Doyle, 1983). In classroom 
settings, the grading of instructional outcomes drives the POA (Doyle, 1983). In essence, 
then, instructional alignment also drives the POA because instructional outcomes are 
assessed through the instructional alignment process. 
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Although this fitness unit did not employ any criterion assessments directly linked 
with learning outcomes, it did have an abundance of formative assessments. These 
assessments provided the teachers with knowledge of student achievement; nevertheless, 
not all of these assessments were given to each individual student. The important role that 
these formative assessments did play in the unit was to provide reasonably strong 
instructional alignment that did help drive the POA. This is in sharp contrast to many 
physical education classrooms that are altogether lacking assessment. In these 
classrooms, the lack of assessment of student achievement of learning outcomes results in 
the absence of instructional alignment and serious impairment of the momentum of the 
POA. 
In order to deliver instruction that optimizes instructional alignment the results of 
this study suggest a philosophical shift in thinking about evaluation in physical education. 
In order to maximize learning and in this case acquisition of knowledge about lifetime 
fitness this shift in thinking should move from the traditional viewpoint of basing grades 
on dress, participation, and effort (Matanin & Tannehill, 1994) to basing a student’s 
grade on the achievement of learning outcomes assessed through criterion assessments. 
The significant role that instructional alignment may play in this shift in thinking 
is paramount. Researchers have shown that instructional alignment improves student 
learning (Kozcor, 1984). The results of this study strengthen what we know about 
instructional alignment in physical education and provide an understanding of how 
reasonably high instructional alignment can strengthen the teaching-learning process. 
Evidence such as this should provide the impetus for a shift in thinking away from busy, 
happy, and good (Placek, 1983) to student learning focused on learning outcomes. 
i 
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Helping teachers make this shift in their thinking can potentially occur through 
making changes in both preservice teacher education and inservice teacher education. 
First, an early intervention in preservice teacher education programs could infuse the 
construct of instructional alignment into methods courses and attempt to change students’ 
attitudes and beliefs about assessment and grading that have been formed during their K- 
12 education. Second, professional development opportunities for inservice teachers 
could be tied to instructional alignment to help teachers shift their attitudes and beliefs 
about assessment and grading. 
What remains unclear at this point is how optimal instructional alignment in 
which the criterion assessment equals the learning outcome for each student, along with 
formative assessments that help teachers to determine student progress toward achieving 
the learning outcomes, would influence the POA in physical education programs. Would 
the POA be consistently robust or would it vary from casual to robust as it did in this 
unit? How would a sustained high degree of instructional alignment influence student 
attainment of national and state standards? Most importantly, would student learning 
increase and the teaching-learning process be vastly improved in K-12 physical education 
programs that could demonstrate optimal instructional alignment consistently across units 
and grade levels? 
In conclusion, the findings of this study extend previous work in this area and 
suggest that instructional alignment may be applied in various degrees. Instructional 
alignment can exist without criterion assessments, however, it can only be optimized 
through the use of criterion assessments and complete articulation to existing frameworks 
and standards. Further research needs to be conducted to determine what effect a high 
degree of instructional alignment has on the teaching-learning process and to investigate 
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instructional alignment in different curriculum models as well as at other educational 
levels and in culturally diverse contexts. 
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APPENDIX A 
TABLES 
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Table 1 
Far Elementary School Fitness Unit 
Day Focus Sample Learning 
Activities 
Sample 
Assessments 
1 Cardiovascular Fitness Heart rate monitoring Taking and 
work sheet. reporting heart rate 
Exercise stations 
2 Cardiovascular Fitness Monitoring heart rate Graphing heart rate 
changes with exercise changes with 
exercise 
3 Cardiovascular fitness Practice Fitness Gram Peer Assessment 
Muscular strength fitness tests on student form on 
Muscular Endurance tests 
Flexibility 
4 Cardiovascular Fitness Pacer Test Pacer Test 
Self- assessment of 
pre-set goal 
5 Muscular Endurance Curl Ups Curl Up Test 
Flexibility Trunk Lifts Trunk Lift Test 
Shoulder Stretches Shoulder Flexibility 
Goal assessment 
6 Muscular Strength Push Ups Push Up Test 
Tag Goal assessment 
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Table 2 
Massachusetts Framework, Curricular and Teacher Goals 
Massachusetts 
Framework 
Curricular Goal 
(Written) 
Teachers’ Goals 
(From Interviews) 
Identify physical and Students will identify physical The students will 
psychological changes and psychological changes that begin to notice 
that result from result from participation in a changes that 
participation variety of physical activities happen in the body 
when you exercise 
Explain the benefits The students will explain the Students will under- 
of physical fitness to benefits of physical fitness to stand and be able 
good health and good health and increased to show that they 
increased active active lifestyle understand each 
lifestyle. fitness area 
Identify the major Students will be able to identify Students will under- 
behaviors that con- the major behaviors that stand that fitness is 
tribute to wellness contribute to wellness (Exercise, a lifetime thing that 
(Exercise, nutrition, rest, nutrition, rest, recreation, etc). you have to build 
recreation, etc.) upon. 
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Table 3 
Percentages of Instruction Task Measures 
Tasks Percentages 
Application Tasks 29% 
Routine Tasks 29% 
Informing tasks 23% 
Extending tasks 10% 
Refining Tasks 9% 
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Table 4 
Accountability Summary 
Accountability___Percentage 
Monitoring 75% 
Monitoring for off task behavior 67% 
Monitoring with individual non-skill-related feedback 4% 
Monitoring class non-skill related feedback 3% 
Monitoring with individual skill-related feedback 1% 
Active Supervision 25% 
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Table 5 
Formative Assessments 
Assessment Percentage 
Teacher Observation 53% 
Peer Assessment 22% 
Self Assessment of Heart Rate 21% 
Self Assessment of Goals 3% 
Question and Answer 1% 
Table 6 
Fitness Unit Activities 
Day_Sample Learning Activities_Sample Assessments 
1 Heart rate monitoring Taking and reporting pulse 
Exercise Stations 
2 Monitoring heart rate changes Graphing heart rate changes 
with exercise with exercise 
3 Practice Fitness Gram Peer assessment of student form 
fitness tests 
4 Pacer Test Pacer Test 
Peer and self-assessment 
5 Curl ups Curl up test 
Trunk lift Trunk lift test 
Shoulder stretch Shoulder flexibility test 
Peer and self-assessment 
6 Push ups Push up test 
Tag Peer and self-assessment 
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Table 7 
Obstacle and Challenge Activities 
Day 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Activities 
Mat Wall, Balance Tube, Stepping Stones, 
Grand Canyon, 
Whole World in Your Hands 
Mat Wall, Balance Tube, River 
Crossing, Grand Canyon, 
Whole World in Your Hands 
Mat Wall, Ring Swing, Balance 
Tube, Island Swing, Plunger Ball, 
Island Escape 
Same as day 3 
Mat Wall, Frog Swamp, Ship to 
Shore, Toxic Waste, Balance 
Obstacle 
Same as day 5 
Combined obstacles and challenges into 
two continuous and simultaneous obstacle 
courses. 
Same as day 7 
117 
Table 8 
Curriculum Goals in Relation to Teachers’ Goals of Fitness Unit 
Curriculum Goals 
1. Students will identify physical and 
psychological changes that result from 
participation in a variety of physical 
activities. 
2. The students will explain the benefits of 
physical fitness to good health and 
increased active lifestyle. 
3. Students will be able to identify the 
major behaviors that contribute to 
wellness (exercise, nutrition, rest 
recreation). 
Teachers’ Goals 
1. The students will begin 
to notice changes that 
happen in the body 
when you exercise. 
2. Students will 
understand and be 
able to show that 
they understand 
each fitness area. 
3. Students will 
understand that 
fitness is a lifetime 
thing that you have to 
build upon. 
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Table 9 
Curriculum Goals in Relation to Teachers’ Goals in Obstacle and Challenge Unit 
Curriculum Goals 
1. Students will use cooperation, team 
building and teamwork to solve 
problems and to accomplish tasks 
outlined by the teacher. 
2. Students will use both verbal and non 
verbal communication skills to interact 
while participating in cooperative activities 
Teachers’ Stated Goal 
1. Problem solving, 
cooperation, and 
working together as a 
group. 
Ms. Adventure- 
Increase balance, 
upper body strength 
and the students to 
take risks to challenge 
themselves 
Mr. Fit- Understand the 
importance of safety. 
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Teacher Consent Form 
My name is Alisa James. I am a doctoral student at the University of 
Massachusetts. As part of my doctoral studies, I am conducting a study for my 
dissertation regarding assessment at_. I am interested 
in observing physical education classes. 
I will visit the school several times from September to December 2001. During 
the first indoor unit, I will videotape one of the classes you teach for an entire unit. I will 
also interview you concerning several aspects of unit planning and assessment in your 
classroom. These activities will not interfere with the classes because I will complete 
them during your free time (except videotaping the class which needs to be done during 
regular physical education class). I will also interview several students. 
After reading this form, if you agree to participate, please sign below. I will then 
contact you during my school visits to arrange mutually convenient times for 
interviewing. The conversations will be tape recorded and later transcribed by me. 
Neither your name nor any identity information will be used in the report; pseudonyms 
will be used instead. Your comments will be kept entirely confidential and I will not 
discuss your comments with other teachers or anyone else in the school. I may use 
comments in my dissertation as well as professional presentations or publications, but 
always with pseudonyms. 
After agreeing to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your 
signature in the space marked “Signature” below indicates that you have read this form 
« 
and volunteer to participate. 
I will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have with regard to the 
study. Please call me at home (413) 534-9992 or at the University of Massachusetts (413) 
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545-2338. My co-advisors. Professor Patt Dodds and Linda Griffin, are also available to 
answer questions and can be reached at (413) 545-0529 or (413) 545-2336. 
Participant Signature:_ 
Please print name here:_ Date 
Researcher Signature:_ Date 
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Parent Consent Form 
To: Parents or guardians of_ 
My name is Alisa James. I am a doctoral student at the University of 
Massachusetts. As part of my doctoral program, I am conducting a study for my 
dissertation regarding how teachers monitor student learning at_. I am 
interested in observing, videotaping, and talking with students about their perceptions on 
assessment in physical education. 
I would visit the school several times from September to December 2001. During 
September I would like to observe your child’s class and videotape some lessons. After 
my observations, I will ask your child to be interviewed. I am requesting your permission 
to interview your child as well as videotape them in their physical education class. The 
interview will focus on assessment in physical education class. 
The actual names of the school, school district, and participants will never be used 
when I talk or write about this work; pseudonyms will be used instead. I may use 
comments in my dissertation as well as in professional presentations or publication, but 
always with pseudonyms I will not discuss what your child said with other students, 
teachers or anyone else in the school. Whether your child participates or not will not be 
connected in any way to your child’s grade in physical education. 
I would appreciate your signing this form and having your child return it directly 
to me in the envelope provided. Participation in this study is voluntary and your child 
may withdraw from the study at any time. 
I will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have with regard to the 
study. Please call me at home (413) 534-9992 or at the University of Massachusetts (413) 
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545-2338. My co-advisors. Professor Patt Dodds and Linda Griffin, are also available to 
answer questions and can be reached at (413) 545-0529 or (413) 545-2336. 
Sincerely, 
Alisa R. Janies, Doctoral Student, 
Physical Education Teacher Education Program 
University of Massachusetts- Amherst 
Parent Signature:_ 
Please print name here:_ Date 
Researcher Signature:_ Date 
Student Consent Form 
My name is Alisa James. I am a doctoral student at the University of 
Massachusetts. As part of my doctoral program, I am conducting a study for my 
dissertation regarding how teachers monitor student learning at _. I am 
interested in observing, videotaping, and talking with you about your perceptions about 
assessment in physical education. 
I will visit the school several times from September to December 2001. During 
your first indoor unit, I will videotape your class. I will also possibly interview you 
individually concerning the unit and the assessments that were part of it. 
After reading this form, if you agree to participate, please sign below. Our 
conversations will be tape recorded and transcribed by myself. Neither your name nor 
any identity information will be used in my report; pseudonyms will be used instead. 
Your comments will be kept entirely confidential and I will not discuss your comments 
with other teachers or anyone else in the school. 
After agreeing to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your 
signature in the space marked “Signature” below indicates that you have read this form 
and agree to volunteer to participate. 
I will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have with regard to the 
study. Please call me at home (413) 534-9992 or at the University of Massachusetts (413) 
545-2338. 
Sincerely, 
Alisa R. James, Doctoral Student, Physical Education Teacher Education Program 
University of Massachusetts- Amherst 
Participant Signature:____ (Phone)--- 
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Please print name:_ Date 
Researcher Signature:_ Date 
APPENDIX C 
INTERVIEW GUIDES 
Teacher Pre Unit Interview Questions 
1. What are your learning expectations for the unit? 
What will you stress to students? 
What will you say or do to help students understand your 
expectations? 
2. How many times have you taught this unit? 
3. How has your planning for this unit changed over time? 
4. If you were going to describe your planning process for this unit to another 
physical education colleague what would you tell them? 
5. What would you tell them about individual lessons in the unit? Can you provide 
details? 
6. What are your learning goals for this unit? 
7. What learning activities do you have planned for this unit? 
8. Describe your overall curriculum. Describe your goals of the curriculum. 
9. Describe how assessment fits into the overall curriculum. 
10. Describe the skills and behaviors you want students to demonstrate by 
the end of the unit. 
11. How do you plan to find out how well your students do during the unit? 
12. What assessment activities do you have planned for this unit? 
13. Describe what the assessments for this unit will help you accomplish in 
your classroom 
14. Describe how assessment fits into your planning process. 
15. Describe how what you plan to assess relates to your unit objectives. 
16. Describe how your learning activities relate to the assessments. 
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17. Describe how learning activities and assessments relate to goals. 
18. Describe how learning activities fit into the planning process. 
19. Describe how your unit goals fit into the planning process. 
20. Describe how daily lesson goals fit into the planning process. 
21. How well do you believe that learning activities and assessment lined up with 
goals during the unit? 
22. Can you describe to me in your own words how your learning activities and 
assessments are lined up with goals? 
23. If you had to rate the importance of using assessment in this unit on a scale of 1- 
10, what would you rate it? Why. 
24. Please describe your grading system or what you use to put a grade on a report 
card. 
25. If you were going to describe to a colleague what assessment does for you as a 
teacher what would you say? 
26. If you were going to describe to a parent what assessment does for their child’s 
learning, what would you say? 
27. What do you like most about assessment? What do you like least? 
-Are there specific assessments that work better with your students? Can 
you give specific examples? 
28. Describe how assessments help your teaching. How do they hinder your teaching? 
29. Describe how you think your students feel about assessment. 
« 
-Do students respond in different ways? 
-Is there a range of feelings? 
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30. Tell me how assessment helps student learning. How does it hinder student 
learning? 
31. What else can you tell me about assessment in your classroom? 
32. How do you help students learn to use the assessments? Describe what you say 
and do at the beginning of a unit, during the unit. 
33. How do you help students learn to use the assessments? Describe what you say 
and do at the beginning of a unit. 
34. What else can you tell me about how you hold students accountable for work 
other than assessments in your classroom? 
35. Describe how using assessment as a way of holding students accountable differs 
from when you did not assess. 
36. Describe how you feel using assessment has changed how your students 
feel about physical education. 
-How parents feel? 
-How colleagues feel? 
-How administrators feel? 
37. Are there any things in particular that you want me to pay attention to in 
this unit? 
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Post Unit Teacher Interview 
1. Tell me how you thought the unit went. 
2. What worked well in the unit? 
3. What did not work well in the unit? 
4. Describe how your learning goals for the students were met. 
-Relate to specific goals and how they were met. 
5. Describe how the assessments did or did not reflect learning goals of the unit. 
6. Describe how the learning goals of the lessons matched with the learning 
activities and assessments. 
7. What do you think the students learned in the unit? 
How was what they learned in line with your goals for the unit? 
8. What about the assessments worked well in the unit? 
9. What about the assessments did not work well in the unit? 
10. How did the assessments change the way you planned on teaching the unit during 
the unit? 
11. How do you think the assessment helped the students in the unit? 
12. Did assessment help them in the learning process? If so, how? 
13. How well do you believe that the learning goals were reflected in the learning 
activities and assessments? 
14. What would you change about the unit? 
-Goals 
-Learning activities 
-Assessment 
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15. How would you change in your planning? 
- Unit goals 
Lesson objectives 
16. How would you change your instruction? 
How learning activities were presented? 
How assessments were conducted? 
17. How would you change the assessment? 
Did the assessment reflect the goals of the 
lesson and or unit? If not, what would you do to 
make this happen? 
18. Tell me how the students met your expectations for learning in the unit? 
-Can you provide specific examples? 
-Is there a range of ways they met your expectations. 
19. How did the students not meet your expectations for learning? 
-Can you provide specific examples? 
-Is there a range of ways they did not meet your 
expectations? 
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Student Pre Interview 
1. Please tell me what activities and sports you have had in gym class this 
year. 
2. What do you think you are supposed to learn in gym? 
3. What are your favorite activities in gym? 
4. Can you define assessment?- If no tell them it is how a teacher decides how well 
you are doing. 
5. How does your teacher assess or look at how well you can do something in gym? 
6. What activities or other things do you think your teacher assesses or looks at how 
well you do something? 
7. What else can you tell me to help me understand the types of things your teacher 
does to decide how well you are doing things in gym? 
8. How does your gym teacher tell you about what she/he is looking at when she/he 
wants to know how well you are doing? 
9. Why do you think your gym teacher wants to know how well you are doing? 
10. How do the activities you do in gym match what your teacher looks at when 
she/he wants to know how well you are doing? 
11. How do you feel about your teacher looking specifically at how you can do 
something? 
12. How do you feel when your teacher looks at how well you can do something? 
13. How can your teacher improve the way she/he looks at how well you can do 
« 
something? 
14. Is there anything else I should know about the way your teacher looks at how 
well you can do something in gym? 
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15. How do you assess your own performance in gym? How do you know if you have 
done something well? 
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Student Post Interview 
1. What did you think the teacher wanted you to learn in this unit. 
2. If there is an assessment available- Tell me about the assessment. 
3. Describe how your teacher taught you about what she/he is going to look at in 
terms of how well you can do something? 
4. How did the assessment match the learning activities of the lesson? 
5. What are some other things that your teacher did in this unit to let you 
know what she expected you to do? 
6. Are there any other things your teacher does to help you learn what 
she wanted you to learn in this unit? 
7. Talk about how you feel the learning activities and how the teacher 
looked at how well you could do something matched what the teacher 
wanted you to learn. 
8. If you were to explain to a new student how you felt when your teacher 
watched to see how well you could do something in the past unit, 
what would you tell them? 
9. Describe what you learned in the unit. 
10. Describe what the teacher wanted you to learn in the unit and why you believe 
it is so. 
11. Describe how the activities in the unit helped you learn what the teacher 
wanted you to learn. 
12. How did the teacher looking at how well you could do something help in your 
learning? 
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13. Tell me how the activities matched or did not match what the teacher was 
looking at when she/he wanted to see how well you could do something? 
14. If the activities in the lesson were working on passing and the teacher said 
she/he wanted to see how well you could kick, how would this affect your 
learning? 
15. Describe what you think your class would be like if your teacher did 
not teach activities that matched what she/he looked at in terms of 
how well you could do something? 
16. How does knowing what the teacher will be looking at in terms of how 
well you can do something help you in terms of knowing what the 
teacher wants you to accomplish? 
17. What do you like most about the way the teacher looked at how well you 
could do? 
18. What did you like least? 
19. How do you feel when you are assessed on activities that you have just done 
in gym? 
20. Rate on a scale of 1 -5 with 5 being the most and 1 the least how 
important you believe that learning activities and what the teacher looks at to 
see how well you do are the same in gym? 
-Why did you rate it that number? 
21. Describe how your learning would be different in PE if the learning 
activities did not match what the teacher was looking at in gym. 
22. What did you have to do to be successful in the challenges? 
23. What role did you take in solving the challenges? 
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24. What did you like about deciding how to solve the challenges? 
25. On a scale of 1-5 how hard did you work in this unit? 
26. On a scale of 1-5 with 5 being the highest and 1 the lowest, rate 
yourself in terms of overall success in PE. 
Why did you rate yourself that number? 
27. If learning activities and what you are assessed on are the same do you learn 
more or less? Why? 
28. If you were writing a television ad in favor of learning activities matching 
what the teacher looks at in terms of how well you can do something, what 
would be the three main points you would stress in the ad? 
29. On a scale of 1-5 with 5 being the highest and 1 the lowest, rate how 
important your grade in PE is. 
30. If you could change anything about the learning activities used in this 
unit what would you change? 
31. Is there anything about the way your teacher looked at how well you 
could do something that you would change? 
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APPENDIX D 
MASSACHUSETTS COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH FRAMEWORKS 
PHYSCIAL ACTIVITY AND FITNESS LEARNING STANDARDS 
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PREK-12 Standard 2 
Physical Activity and Fitness 
Students will, by repeated practice, acquire and refine a variety of manipulative, 
locomotor, and non-locomotor movement skills, and will utilize principles of training and 
conditioning, will learn biomechanics and exercise physiology, and will apply the 
concept of wellness to their lives. 
Learning Standards: Physical Activity and Fitness 
PreK-5 
Motor Skill Development 
1. Apply movement concepts including direction, balance, level (high, low), 
pathway (straight, curve, zigzag), range (expansive, narrow) and force 
absorption (rigid, with bent knees) to extend versatility and improve physical 
performance. 
2. Use a variety of manipulative (throwing, catching, striking), locomotor 
(walking, running, skipping, hopping, galloping, sliding, jumping, leaping), 
and non-locomotor (twisting, balancing, extending) skills as individuals and 
in teams. 
3. Perform rhythm routines, including dancing to demonstrate fundamental 
movement skills 
Fitness 
4. Identify physical and psychological changes that result from participation in a 
variety of physical activities. 
5. Explain the benefits of physical fitness to good health and increased active 
lifestyle. 
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6. Identify the major behaviors that contribute to wellness (exercise, nutrition, 
hygiene, rest, and recreation, refraining from the use of tobacco, alcohol, and 
other substances). 
Personal and Social Competency 
7. Demonstrate responsible personal and social conduct used in 
physical activity settings. 
M 
Motor Skill Development 
8. Use combinations of manipulative, locomotor, and non-locomotor skills to 
develop movement sequences and patterns, both individually and with others. 
9. Demonstrate developmental^ appropriate basic manipulative and advanced 
specialized physical skills, including throwing and catching different objects 
with both accuracy and force, hand and foot dribbling while preventing an 
opponent from challenging, and accurate striking proficiency. 
10. Perform a rhythm routine that combines traveling, rolling, balancing, and 
weight transfer into smooth flowing sequences with intentional changes in 
direction, speed, and flow. 
Fitness 
11. Apply basic principles of training and appropriate guidelines of exercise to 
improve immediate and long-term physical fitness. 
12. Participate in activities that promote physical fitness, decrease sedentary 
lifestyle, and relieve mental and emotional tension. 
13. Explain the personal benefits of making positive health decisions and monitor 
progress towards personal wellness. 
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Personal and Social Competency 
14. Apply advanced movement concepts and beginning game strategies to guide 
and improve individual and team performance. 
15. Demonstrate strategies for inclusion of all students in physical activity settings 
related to strength and speed. 
16. Describe the purpose and benefits of sports, games, and dance in modem 
society. 
9-12 
Motor Skill Development 
17. Demonstrate developmentally appropriate competence (basic skills, strategies, 
and rules) in many and proficiency in a few movement forms and motor skills 
(team sports, aquatics, individual/dual sports, outdoor pursuits, self defense, 
dance, and gymnastics). 
18. Demonstrate activities for warming up and cooling down before and after 
aerobic exercise. 
19. Apply concepts about sequential motor learning and development, 
biomechanics, exercise physiology, and sports psychology. 
Fitness 
20. Demonstrate exercises in strength training, cardiovascular activities, and 
flexibility training. 
21. Identify the components of physical fitness and the factors involved in 
* 
planning and evaluating fitness programs for individuals at different stages in 
the life cycle. 
22. Conduct a personally developed physical activity program. 
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23. Meet developmentally appropriate health-related fitness benchmarks. 
Personal and Social Competency 
24. Identify life-management skills and protective factors that contribute to 
achieving personal wellness health goals, including researching, evaluating, 
and implementing strategies to manage personal wellness, monitor progress, 
and revise plans. 
/ 
25. Understand how activity participation patterns are likely to change throughout 
life and identify strategies to deal with those changes, including a plan for life¬ 
long wellness. 
26. Apply safe practices, rules, procedures, and sportsmanship etiquette in 
physical activity settings, including how to anticipate potentially dangerous 
consequences and outcomes of participation in physical activity. 
27. Define the functions of leadership in team sports (increasing motivation, 
efficiency, and satisfaction). 
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